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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir woutp appear that a first class in the Honours Examina- 
tion of the Incorporated Law Society is meant to be an alto- 
gether exceptional distinction. Both in January and November 
of the present year there was only one man in the first class, and 
during the year only nine men in all have succeeded in obtain- 
ing this distinction. 
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contingent businesses, thereby ibly entailing on the com 
the costs of an application to fm their memorandum. ws 





Por nor your trust in precedents! The foreclosure order in the 
addenda to Seton, p. 2142, is wrongly drafted. The mortgagee 
ing desirous of preventing the foreclosure being re-opened by 
rent being paid to the receiver after the date of the certificate, 
gives it in advance for a sum sufficient, or more than sufficient, 
to cover such rent. Thatis, in taking the account a deduction is 
made of such a sum of money as the mortgagee shall submit to 
be charged with in of rents and profits coming to the 
receiver's hands between the dates of the certificate and fore- 
closure absolute. But the form in Seton puts the “submission” 
clause too early in the order, making it cover the rents and 
ts in the receiver's hands at the date of the certificate. 
of course, the mortgagee must be charged with, whether 
he submits or not. The curious thing is that the form was 
initiated by Kzexewicn, J., in Barber v. Jeckells (1893, W. N. 
91), mably as an improvement on that in Francis v. 
Harrison (Nortu, J.) (Seton, 1576), and it has successfully run 
the gauntlet of Oxrrry, J., in Christy v. Godwin (38 Soxicrrors’ 
Jovrnat, 10), and of Srieuiye, J., in Blaeberg y. Gatti (100 L. T. 
(Newspaper) 441), besides coming again before Kexewicn, J., 
in Lush v. Sebright (1894, W. N. 134). It has been left to 
Norrs, J., in Simmons v. Blandy (December 5) to point out the 
intrinsic absurdity of the changeling submitted to him. The 
registrar is redrafting the improved form of order accordingly. 





A case of first impression, and of considerable public import- 
ance, affecting purchasers of goods taken in execution under 
county court judgments, was recently determined by the 
Queen’s Bench Division. We refer to Goodlgck v. Cousins, when 
it was held by Wits and Wricut, JJ., that when goods taken 
in execution, in satisfaction of a county court judgment, have 
been sold by the high bailiff, under section 156 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43) after notice of claim has 
been given, but without further proceeding on the part of the 
claimant, no action for wrongful conversion will lie against the 
purchaser at the suit of such aclaimant. This decision is, it is 
submitted, fully warranted by the language of section 156, 
which provides that where a claimant of goods taken in execu- 
tion does not deposit in court their value, or pay the costs of 
wy wy possession, or give the — security for the value 
of the goods claimed, ‘‘ the high bailiff shall sell such goods as 
if no such claim had been made, and shall pay into court the 
proceeds of such sale to abide the decision of the judge.” Such 
a sale is clearly ‘‘under the authority” of the statute (see 
Cramer v. Matthews, s. c. Davies v. Wise (29 W. R. 804, 7 
Q. B. D. 425) ), and confers, it is conceived, an indefeasible 
title on the purchaser, provided the transaction be free from 
fraud of any sort, and all statutory conditions precedent have 


aso ronment that the judges_are to_be summoned to 
ist the House of Lords in the determination of the appeal in 


. Ptood comes some The long period 

uring which t ction has been allowed to fall into 5 
has led to the impression that it might be regarded as obsolete. 
At one time judges of the common law courts, as members of 
the consilium regis ordinarium, are said to have had not only a 
voice of advice, but also of suffrage in the judicial business of 
the House of Lords (Hale’s Jurisdi e House of Lords, 








iction of 
p- 156), and when this right of influencing the decisions of the 
peers by their votes had lost, they were still the assistants 
of the House, and their regular attendance was expected. In 
the seventeenth century their failure to attend was on several 
occasions the subject of rebuke. In 1641 two judges who went 


to York without leave were ordered to be sent back as delin- | perso 


ae and in 1693 all the judges were summoned to the 
ouse and were told by Lord-Keeper Somers that if they 
not go their bag the matter of ete usr 
House would proceed with great severity against them. 
length the non-attendance came to be sanctioned, and the 
judges were summoned by special order when their advice was 





long as the decisions of the ‘ } 
the whole body of peers, it was essential, in order to maintain — 
any semblance of the 


House, before voting, should have specific legal advice, and 


Hate says that the opinion of the judges was held so sacred 


that the lords always conformed their judgments thereunto, 
unless in cases where all the judges were parties to the former 
judgment, as in the case of ship-money (Hale, p. 158). But, 
notwithstanding this practice, the House of Lords reversed the 
judgment in Reeve v. Long (1 Salk 227) against the opinion of 
all the judges, who were naturally very much dissatisfied with 
the meee (see Sugden’s Law of Property, p. 14). 





Srvc rr was settled by O'Connell’s case (11 Ol. & F. 156) 
that lay lords ought not to vote in judicial matters, there has 
WEBS ES Sash neveasity as tormnae y for the attendance of the 
judges, but down to 1875 they were frequently summoned. 
According to the volume of Civil Judicial Statistics recently 
published this happened between 1851 and 1856 forty-three, 
and between 1858 and 1876 fifty-eight times. Among the 
notable cases in which they were summoned during the earlier 
half of the century were the TZhellusson cage (11 Ves. 112) in 
1805, Cadell v. Palmer (1 Ol. & F372) in 1833, and The Queen 
v. Millis (10 Ol. & F. 534) in 1844. In all these the judges 
were unanimous. In the legitimacy case of Birtwhistle v. Var- 
dill (2 Ol, & F. 571) their first unanimous opinion did not con- 
vince the House, and Lord Brovenam hinted that the judges 
had not sufficiently considered the matter. Upon re-argument a 
second unanimous opinion was delivered to the same effect as 
the first (7 Cl. & F. 895). “As more recent instances in which 
the judges have been called upon to advise on fundamental 
points may be cited Bank of Ireland v. Trustees of Evans’ Chari- 
ties (5 H. L. CO. 389) in 1855, Chasemore v. Richards (7 H. L. O, 
349) in 1859, Cox v. Hickman (8 H. L. O. 268) in 1860, and 
Mayor of London v. Cox TL. R. 2 H. L, 239) in 1867. They 
were summoned in Allison v. Bristol Marine Insurance Co, (24 
W. R. 1039, 1 App. Cas. 209) in 1875, but after that case not 
till Angus v. Dalton (30 W. R. 191, 6 App. Cas. 740) in 1880, 
Since that time the House of Lords have, like any other Court 
of Appeal, performed their duties unassisted by other help than 
the arguments of counsel. The question involved in Alles v 
Flood (43 W. R. 453 ; 1895, 2 Q. ri 


. 21)—namely, the t of 
difficulty, but it would havé mn more satisfacto the 
House of Conds fall themsstves competent to dapose of it. The 
re-hearing will involve the Of a good deal of judicial 
time and the multiplication of judgments tends to con- 
fusion. 








We print elsewhere an interesting letter on the question, 
which we have already discussed ante, pP- 59, 74, whether, 
where a testator gives his pro to such of his children as 
attain twenty-one or, being daughters, marry, and settles his 
daughters’ shares, the share of an infant son is liable to settle- 
ment estate duty. Our correspondent is of opinion that it is 


not. He states the question very fairly in the words following: — 
to be, Was there 


“The test question, then, would ap é 
< property, or any interest in ‘ property,’ as defined by section 
22 of the Finance Act, standing for the time being limited under 
the provisions of the will to or for persons by way of succession — 
at the time of the testator’s death ?—for that, and none other, — 
is the ge gente by the will ou which settlement estate — 
duty is leviable under section 5 of the Act.” Then he~ 
argues that the contingent interest the daughter takes im 


the infant son’s share does not fairly come within the descrip- 


tion of an interest in property for the time being limited to” 
“ for the time 
property, of which it can be 
that our correspondent 


= 


of succession. We very 


is right: but we must point out that ‘‘‘interest’ in legal” 
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required (May’s Festiomentany Byastion 10th ed., p. 193). Ag | 


ouse were given by the votes of — 


administration of justice, that the — 


ms by way of succession, on the ground that the words — 
being” in the description have the effect of 
restricting the description to y, or to an interest in ~ 
sg : inated at the testator’s death © 
that it is then actually subject to limitations for persons by way — 
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understanding extendeth to the estates, rights, and titles 
that a man hath of, in, to, or out of land” (Co. Litt. 3452), 
It cannot be denied that a contingent remainder is an inte- 
rest in land, nor can it be denied that a settlement of a con- 
tingent interest in land is a ‘‘settlement” within the mean- 
ing of the Settled Land Act, 1882, as the definition of “ settle- 
ment”’—an instrument whereby “any interest in land” is 
settled—is not confined to vested interests; also, where a con- 
tingent interest in land is settled, that interest stands for the 
time being limited to persons by way of succession. It is possible 
to argue that, in the case referred to by our correspondent, the 
thing settled was the original share of the daughter plus her 
contingent interest in the share of the infant sons, and that 
therefore settlement estate duty should not be paid on the 
entirety of the estates of the infant sons, but only on the value 
of the daughter’s contingent interest in them. But this argu- 
ment appears to be unsound, for the 5th section of the Finance 
Act, 1894—the section imposing settlement estate duty— 
deals with “property . . settled by the will of the 
deceased.” There are no words to exclude property which is only 
contingently settled, and therefore reading into the description the 
words ‘‘ forthe time being ”’ will not alter the result, the meaning 
being ‘‘ property which at the time of the testator’s death is 
absolutely or contingently settled by his will.” It may be 
asked, What is the meaning of the words “ for the time being” 
in the definition of ‘‘ settlement” contained in section 2, sub- 
section (1), of the Settled Land Act, 1882? The answer is this: 
“Land which is the subject of a settlement is, for the 
purposes of this Act, settled land ” (section (2) (3) ), and there- 
fore, if the words in question had not been inserted in section 
2(1), it might have been argued that land once settled would 
always have remained settled land for the purposes of the Act, 
even though it had been sold. The words in question prevent 
such an absurd argument from being raised. 





THE WINDING UP petition which was presented in Re Thomas 
Edward Bri Sons (Limited) seems to have upon 
very special circumstances. The company was formed by 
members of the Brrysmzap family, who were formerly in the 
employment of the well-known firm of Joun Brinsmzap & Sons, 
to carry on the trade of pianoforte making. The vendors fixed 
the price of the goodwill of the business which they were 
selling to the company at £76,000, and the will carried 
with it the exclusive right to use the name of T, E. Brinsmzap 
& Sons. But no sooner was the company started than it was 
attacked by the original firm of Jonn Brinsmeap & Sons, and 
an injunction was granted by Nortu, J., and confirmed by the 
Court of Appeal, restraining the company from using the name 
of BrrinsMzaD without adding an express statement that it had 
no connection with the original firm. In these proceedings it 
was held that the design of the promoters of the company was 
to get as much as they could of Jonn Brinsmeap & Sons’ 
business by the use of the family name, and that the £76,000 
charged for goodwill was really charged for the improper 
advantage it was hoped to obtain. Of the purchase price a 
considerable part seems to have actually oon into the hands of 
the vendors. Under these circumstances it was alleged that the 
company ought to be wound up under the “‘ just and equitable” 
clause. The company, it was said, was based on fraud, and by 
reason of the injunction the substratum of its business was gone. 


But_the mere fact that fraud in the formation of 

a company 1s not a _sufficient_groun or win it up. e 
shareholders may think it most for their interest to waive the 
freud Gnd carey_on business on the best terms they can (Ze 
aven Gold Miming Co., 20 Oh. D. 151), and, although in the 
present case the company may have been greatly prejudiced by 
the injunction it appeared that it had by no means lost its 
business. The substratum of the business was not gone in the 
same manner as in the cases in which upon this ground a 
winding-up order has been made—where, for- instance, a title 
to the property sold to the company cannot be made out (Re 
Haven Gold Mining Co., supra), a patent on which the 
business depends carmot be obtained? Re German Date Coffee Co., 
20Ch. D. 169). But though the whole substratum of the business 
was not gone, Vaucuan Writs, J., held that the disappear- 
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Mr. Justice Vavenan WixitaMs contrived to put a good deal 
of useful constitutional law into his address on Li 
Leeds Law Students’ Society. Undoubtedly it isan excellent 
thing that we have, as he said, no law declaring that the people 
of this realm are free. The express assertion of freedom leads 
toa kind of presumption that the substance of the thing is 
absent. It is safer to assume freedom and then to guard by 
—_ | sige ree against infringements of it. At the present 

ay, an 


approach to an‘ excitement over liberty is when rival sects 
quarrel by Aabeas corpus for the custody of an infant with a view 
to his religious welfare, and this use of the writ, to follow Mr. 
Justice Vavcnan Wituams, d not upon the Habeas 
a Act of history, but upon later developments by which 
the Legislature extended the process and secured its efficacy. 
We have, indeed, got so accustomed to liberty that the ay 
man, whatever may be his opinions, never contemplates 
= of encountering any annoyance on this head at the 
nds of the Government. P liberty is safe enough, but 
more i considerations surround the question of the right 
of individual action, and this may yet have to be asserted 


inst governments and corporations and other combinations 
of men. 








A NEW PAGE OF HISTORY. 


Tue history of great cabinet questions is always reserved for the 
historian of the future, and only figures in contemporary 
literature in the form of fictional paragraphs in society —- 
The question of service of originating summonses out 
jurisdiction, although it cannot by any stretch of the imagina- 
tion be called a great one, is nevertheless said to have attained 
cabinet rank for a short period. We do not propose to imitate 
the ‘‘society journalist” and divulge cabinet secrets which we 
do not know, but we do propose to add to the history of this 
question one new page of undoubtedly reliable and important 
information. 

Towards the close of the year 1892 a demand was 
raised for the extension of order 11 of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, enabling a writ of summons to be served out of the 
jurisdiction, so as to bring originating summonses within the 
scope of that order. Nothing could be more reasonable than 
this demand. Order 11 was not confined to writs of summons. 
Notwithstanding Re Busfield (32 Ch. D. 123), decided im 
1886, the Court of Ap held in 1889, in Dubout v. Mac- 
pherson (23 Q. B. D. 340), that a third party notice was 
a process which could be served out of the jurisdiction. 
The court on that occasion said that although Re Busfield had 
been rightly decided, and an originating summons could not 
be served out of the jurisdiction, a third party notice could be 
so served because there was a rule (ord, 16, r, 48) which pro- 
vided that the third party notice was to be served “ ing to 
= rules relating by _ pon of writs of summons,’”’ whereas 
there was no such rule applying to an originating summons, 
The only reason, theron Ukich prevented an originating sum- 
mons from being served out of the jurisdiction was that the 
Rules of the Supreme Oourt did not say that it was to be served 
as a writ. It could not possibly be contended that the Rule 
Committee had no power to y this omission from the 
and if they had passed a rule simply saying that an originating 
summons was to be served “according to the rules relating to 
the service of writs of summons,” this burning question of 
transitory cabinet rank would never have been of. 


i 





originating summons would have been brought quietly within 
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the decision in Dubout v. Macpherson, and there would have been 
an end of what, we confess, has always appeared to us an ex- 
tremely foolish controversy over a comparative trifle. How- 
ever, it never occurred to anyone concerned that there was any 
inflammatory element mixed up with the matter, and when the 
demand was put forward in 1892-3 for a rule allowing an 
originating summons to be served out of the jurisdiction, the 
Rule Committee very naturally made a rule in plain words to 
that effect, as one of the Rules of the Supreme Court, November, 
1893. 

No sooner had that particular rule been passed than, to the 
surprise of everyone, it was found that the fat was in the fire. 
By some real or imaginary development of national emotion 
across the border, the new rule was found to have touched the 
national sentiment of our. Scottish brethren. National senti- 
ment is at all times an explosive of dangerous power, and at 
such a period as 1893, when a general election was impending 
and the political atmosphere was itself highly charged with 
explosive elements, it proved more than sufficient to blow the 
new rule into oblivion. The effect of the explosion on that 
occasion may be estimated by the fact that, although the new 
rule permitting service of an originating summons out of the 
jurisdiction applied to foreign countries, British colonies, and 

reland as well as Scotland, and although no objection was 
raised except in Scotland, the Rule Committee repealed the rule 
wholly and entirely in extreme haste on the 10th of January, 
1894, and never since have they attempted to re-enact it even as 
applied to parts of the globe other than Scotland. Because the 
Scotch Voter (with a capital-‘‘V”’) objected to this supposed 
infringement of his national privileges, the English litigant was 
deprived of his right to serve this process in every other part of 
the world. 

So far we have but narrated the past history of this storm in 
a tea-cup. Now we propose to add our promised new page to 
the history of the question. In an Irish case of Re Stubbs (1896, 
1 Ir. Rep. 334) the Master of the Rolls in Ireland had before him 
the question of service of an originating summons out of the 
jurisdiction—viz., in England. It was not disputed that there 
was power to order service of the originating summons on 
defendants domiciled in England. The application merely 
turned on the question whether or not the nature of the claim 
was within order 11 (Service out of the Jurisdiction) of the 
Irish Rules of the Supreme Court. With the merits of the case 
we are not now concerned. The judge held that the case was 
within order 11, and that the originating summons had been 
duly served on the defendants residing in Lancashire and 
Surrey. Turning now to the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(Ireland) we find that they were passed on the 19th of January, 
1891, and had therefore been in force for exactly three years on 
that memorable 10th of January, 1894, when the English rule 
for service of originating summonses out of the jurisdiction was 
hurriedly repealed by the English Rule Committee as previously 
stated. Ord. 11, r. 10, of the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(Ireland), 1891, is in the following words: ‘‘The rules of this 
order, so far as applicable, shall apply to originating sum- 
monses and petitions and other originating proceedings.” The 
order so applied to originating summonses and other proceed- 
ings is the same in all respects as order 11 (Service out of the 
Jurisdiction) of the English Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. 

We are therefore presented with the remarkable fact that 
when the national sentiment of Scotland was roused to anger 
(as we were told) in 1894 by the rule permitting an originating 
summons issued in England to be served in Scotland, Irish 
litigants had for three years possessed the right under an Irish 
rule to serve an originating summons issued in Ireland on 
defendants domiciled in Scotland. In all the seven years during 
which this Irish rule has now been in active operation we do 
not remember to have heard of any of those disastrous con- 
sequences to avoid which our Rule Committee were induced to 
repeal the English rule to the same effect. Indeed, it is our 
humble opinion that if our judges had sturdily refused in 
January, 1894, to repeal the corresponding English rule, no 
appreciable result would have ensued beyond a few political 
newspaper articles of no importance to anybody. However, the 
English judges gave way, and the Irish judges wisely said 
hothing about heir rule allowing Irish originating summonses 





to be served in Scotland. They correctly, no doubt, the 
precise depth of the Scottish national sentiment on the vast 
subject of originating summonses. They may even have con- 
cluded that there were not a hundred domiciled Scotchmen who 
knew what an originating summons was. At any rate, the 
Irish court has continued from 1891 to 1896 (inclusive) to send 
its originating summonses for service in Scotland, as well as 
England, the Colonies, and foreign countries; and, from the 
continued peaceful condition of the country beyond the border 
we are entitled to assume that Scottish national sentiment has 
stood the strain. To speak seriously, we credit our Scottish 
brethren with far too much solid common sense to believe for a 
moment that they ever allowed themselves to be excited about 
the matter, or are ever likely to do so. 

The point of practical importance in all this is: What are the 
Rule Committee going to do now? A revised code of rules is 
under their consideration. It is not conceivable that they will 
decline to make any rule at all dealing with this question. We 
therefore leave that possibility out of consideration. The only 
other alternatives are that they should make a rule allowing 
originating summonses to be served out of the jurisdiction 
except in Scotland or Ireland, or that they should make a rule 
to the like effect without making any exception as to Scotland 
orIreland. It is to be hoped that they will choose the latter 
alternative. It would be too absurd to provide that an English 
originating summons shall not be served in Ireland in view of 
the fact that the Irish Court has for seven years past exercised 
the right to order service in England of an Irish originating 
summons. 

As regards Scotland the case is different. But surely the 
English Court ought to be strong enough to assume a juris- 
diction which the Irish Court has assumed and exercised for 
seven years without the slightest objection from the Scotch, 
We confess ourselves entirely unable to see any solid reason 
whatever why a rule permitting service of an originating 
summons out of the jurisdiction should not be made general, 
without any exception as to Scotland or Ireland. Considering 
that the Irish rule has been in operation all these years, it 
appears to us to be altogether unnecessary and inexpedient to 
place any such limitation in any new English rule which may be 
made. Such a course would be attaching too much importance 
to the incident of the 10th of January, 1894. If at that time 
our judges had only known of the existence of the Irish rule in 
question, they would have been able to cover with ridicule the 
suggestion that an English rule to the same intent would create 
a national movement of opposition in Scotland. That sug- 
gestion, in view of the acquiescence of the Scotch for seven 
years in the Irish rule without demur, is a pricked bubble, and 
we earnestly hope it will no longer be permitted to overshadow 
the deliberations of the Rule Committee. 








COMPANIES WINDING UP IN THE LEGAL YEAR 
1895-6. 


II. 


Tue law with relation to contributories has received consider- 
able attention within the last twelve months. Several distin- 
guished personages were declared liable in respect of Jonus 
shares in Re Alkaline Reduction Syndicate (45 W. R. 10, W.N,, 
1896, 79). The facts of this case are complicated, and the 
decision is to be appealed ; but it is no improper summary of or 
comment on this case to say that it went on the principle that, 
notwithstanding a contract as to the issue of shares may have 
been filed, this will not relieve persons who are donees from the 
company of shares therein from the obligation to pay for them 





in cash. Probably the real question involved in this particular 


case is one of fact—viz., whether the company or the vendors 
were the donors. 
The doctrine of estoppel as against com 


of shareholders, if it has not been extended, has at least been — 
explained in a very broad sense in some recent cases. It had — 
that the effect of Burkinshaw ¥. — 
Nicolls (26 W. R. 819, 3 App. Cas. 1004) was that where a 
y 2 


been very generally supposed 
company had issued certificates describing them, i 


as fully paid, it was estopped, as against a transferee without | 


panies and in favour — 











ice 


er 
in- 
tua 


at, 
\ve 
he 
om 


Ts 
ur 


en 


ad 


>a 
ly, 

















Dec. 19, 1896; THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. [Vol. 41.] 125 
notice, from denying that the shares were fully paid. In | who presided in the Court of in the Kingston case, rather 
p aartand’s tei (ad W. R. 107; 1896, 1 Ch. 100) the share- ened his jalquesten heed tus that conlt Sie war Sound 


holder, before the company was registered, gave £500 to one 
who promised to procure for him an allotment of a hundred 
fully paid-up £5 shares in the company when incorporated. 
T misee was entitled to fully-paid s der an agree- 
; with the company (which, however, was never a 
ett House), aad otter incorporation he procured the allot- 
ment of a hundred of these shares to Parsury as his nominee. 
The certificate stated that they were fully paid, but the company 
never got any part of the £500. Mr. Justice Vavanan 
Wi11Ms’ decision that the company was estopped from deny- 
|ing that the shares were fully paid was much criticized by 
‘company lawyers and pretty generally doubted; but, to the 
surprise of many people, the decision has since been 4 ¢° 3 
by the Court of Appeal in Ex parte Bloomenthal (44 W. R. 577 ; 
+1896, 2 Ch. 525, 533), Broomenraat was also an original 
allottee, and under the special circumstances of that case the 
court refused to relieve him from liability; but Lord Justice 
Linptey said that although Waterhouse v. Jamieson (L. R. 2 
H. L. Se. 29. 18 W. R. H. L. Dig. 8) and} Burkinshaw v. Nicolls 
“ were cases of transfers, I am of opinion that the doctrine [of 
estoppel] is not necessarily confined to transfers, but may be 
extended to the case of an allottee’’; and Lords Justices Lorzs 
and Ricsy both concurred in this view. If this is a correct 
statement of the law—and it must be borne in mind that it was 
not necessary to the decision—a great many people have been 
improperly retained on lists of contributories. 


A third case of estoppel is McKay's case (1896, 2 Ch. 757), in 
which Mr. Justice Vavenan WictiaMs, on the 12th of August, 
decided that, where a transfer for value purporting to relate to 
fully-paid shares bears on the face of it a certification by the 
company’s secretary that the share certificate has been Todged 
with the company, the certification amounts to a statement that 
= certificate bt the shares described in the transfer has been 
lodged, and the company is estopped from denying that the 
shares are fully paid, even though no certificate has in fact been 
lodged, or the certificate lodged does not say whether the shares 
are fully paid or not. 

While dealing with cases as to contributories, reference may 
be made to Hindley’s case (44 W. R. 630; 1896, 2 Ch. 161), in 
which an underwriter of shares was held liable as a contribu- 
tory. The drafting of underwriting letters is still in its infancy, 
and the decisions as to them, though generally turning on 
construction, afford valuable hints as to the mode of framing 
these documents. The hints are certainly required. for as a rule 

~ the underwriter has hitherto managed to escape liability. 

Company drafting is also sometimes lax as regards provisions 
with reference to the division of surplus assets. The improba- 
bility of there being anything left for the shareholders in the 
event of winding up may have something to do with this. In 
Re New Transvaal Co. (40 Soxscrrors’ Journnar, 685; W. N., 
1896, p. 82) there was something for them, but there the 
winding up was voluntary. It will surprise many le to 
learn that the term ‘surplus assets” has no such technical 
meaning as that it is the equivalent of what remains after paying 
debts and costs. Paid-up capital also must sometimes be re- 
turned before the extent of the surplus is ascertained. 

In the case of solvent companies arrears of dividends are some- 
times owing to shareholders, and Mr. Justice Romer has held 
that the Statute of Limitations begins to run from the time 
when the dividend becomes payable: Re Severn and Wye and 
Severn Bridge Railway Co, (44-W. R. 347; 1896, 1 Ch. 559). 
But whether in the case of companies under the Acts of 1862 to 
1890 the period of limitation is six or twenty years is still an 

# open question, though probably it is six years. 

The decision of the Uourt of Appeal in Re London and General 
Bank (43 W. R. 481; 1895, 2 Ch. 166), that an auditor inted 
and acting under articles of association in the common form is 
an officer of the company within the meaning of section 10—the 
misfeasance section—of the Act of 1890, was followed by Mr. 
Justice VavcHan Writiams and the Court of in Re 
Kingston Cotton Mill Co. (No. 1) (44 W. R. 210; 1896, 1 Oh. 6), 
although, in the former case, the ion was a join 
banking company, governed by the Companies Act, 1879, and in 
the latter a cotton-spinning company. But Lord Herscuett, 











of Lords, The Kingston case came twice 





by the previous decision ; and some of his observations d 

the argument pointed to some doubt in his own mind whether 
the decision in the bank case would be approved in the House 
the court, once 
on the above-mentioned pre. point—viz., whether an 
auditor was an officer; and, , on the merits of the 
particular case, whether the auditors were justified in relying on 
the certificates of a manager as to the value of stock-in-trade. 
Below, it was held that they were not; but, on appeal, this decision 
was reversed, it being laid down that an auditor is not bound to 
be suspicious where there are no circumstances to arouse sus- 
picion, and that he is only bound to exercise a reasonable 
amount of care and skill: Re Kingston Cotton Mill Co. (No. 2) 
(40 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 531; 1896, 2 Oh. 279), 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
SETTLEMENT ESTATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In reference to the suggestion in the Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL 
(ante, p. 59) that, where a testator gives his to such of his 
children as attain twenty-one, or being daughter, marry, and 
settles his daughters’ shares, the share of an infant son is liable to 
settlement estate duty, and the further discussion (ante, p. 74), it can- 
not be denied that the conclusions arrived at—viz., that ‘‘ the share 
of the infant son is, on the death of the testator, contingently 
‘limited to or in trust for by way of succession,’ and 
fore it falls within the definition of ‘settlement,’ and settlement 
estate duty is payable,” are unsati i 
sidering whether the Act is at all open to a more equitable con- 


As Lindley, L.J., said in Re Holford (42 W. R. 563; 1894, 3 Ch, 
30), “I confess that when I am sought to be driven to # conch 

which appears to me unreasonable and unjust, I at once suspect the 
validity of the premisses, even if I can detect no flaw in the reasoning 


F 


from them” (1894, 3 Ch., at p. 45), and idering the results of the 
above conclusion, a court of justice should be slow to accept the 
remisses on which such a conclusion rests. By section 5 (1) of 


ee Finances Act, 1894, where , in respect of which estate 
duty r leviable, is oneness by the =F 
estate duty ie on ae sa pom settled 
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The Act is a taxing Act, and must, of course, he construed strictly. 
The terms of the Act must be precisely followed, and no greater effect 
can be given to the Act than the actual language used by the Legis- 
lature requires. Now, the settlement estate duty, as has been shewn, 
is payable on the value of the property settled by the will of the 
deceased, which (having regard to section 22 (/) and (/), suprd) means 
the testator’s real and personal property, or the proceeds thereof, com- 
prised in the settlement made by his will, which settlement (having 
regard to section 2 (1) of the Settled Land Act, 1882, as directed by 
section 22 (i) of the Finance Act, 1894) includes those dispositions of 
the will under which “ property’”’ or an interest in ‘* property” 
stands for the time being limited to or for any persons by way of 
succession. The test question, then, would appear to be, Was there 
‘* property ” or any interest in ‘‘ property,” as defined by section 22 
of the Finance Act, standing for the time being limited under the 
provisions of the will to or for persons by way of succession at the 
time of the testator’s death ?—for that and none other is the property 
settled by the will on which settlement estate duty is leviable under 
section 5 of the Act. It is submitted, as regards the presump- 
tive or expectant share of an infant son under the circum- 
stances and dispositions in question, that that would not be “ pro- 
perty’’ or an interest in ‘‘ property” so limited. The testator’s 
property is given to all the children alike. As each attains twenty- 
one, or, being a daughter, marries, he or she becomes absolutely 
entitled to a share; the children so entitled and the other children 
are still contingently entitled to the remaining unvested shares; but 
no child is entitled to a vested interest in more than his original 
share until his original share is increased by the death of one or more 
of the other children under twenty-one: see Re Holford (1894, 3 Ch. 
at : 45). 

ow, does a contingent interest of the kind just mentioned 
fairly come within the description of property, or an interest 
in property, for the time being limited to persons by way of 
succession? It is submitted that the words ‘‘ fur the time being” 
in the description have the effect of restricting the description 
to property, or an interest in property, of which it can be pre- 
dicated at the testator’s death that such property is then actuaily 
subject to limitations for persons by way of succession, and 
therefore, that the contingent interest of a married daughter in the 
t share of an infant son does not fall within the description. 
It is straining language to say that an interest which is only to arise 
on a contingency is, at any period prior to the contingency, actually 
subject to limitations within which it will come when it does 
arise, and the operation of a taxing Act ought not to be enlarged by 
a strained construction. The terms imported from the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, s. 2, are appropriate for a married daughter’s vested 
interest under the will, which is immediately caught by the the settle- 
ment provision thereof, and forthwith stands limited accordingly for 
ms by way of succession, but the same terms are not apt to 
include any share to which she may be contingently entitled in the 
residue of the fund, inasmuch as such share does not become imme- 
diately subject to the settlement clauses, but is only brought within 
their operation by the happening of an event—viz., the event on 
which the share vests in the daughter. During the suspense of 
vesting—i.e., during the intervening period between the testator’s 
death and the happening of such event, in which period the moment 
to be regarded is ex hyputhesi included, such share doves not for the 
time being stand limited to persons by way of succession. 
J. F. W. 





THE CATHCART LITIGATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I have reason to believe that the impression that Mrs. Cath- 
cart’s property has been absorbed in litigation is prevalent. As such 
an impression can only be as harmfui as it is erroneous, I hope you 
will permit me to contradict it, if only in justice to the court and 
the profession. It cannot be quite agreeable to the judges that such 
an —— should prevail, and, if it were true, I hardly think it 
would be creditable to the profession. It is absolutely untrue. 

I shall be very glad if you will publish this statement, as I am 
anxious that it should be known, as the fact is, that the litigation 
has not ruined, and is not likely to ruin, anyone, and certainly not 
Mrs. Cathcart, who is very rich. Hoop Barrs. 








The Times states that on Wednesday the Lord Chancellor made an 
informal inspection of the Bar Library of the Inns of Court at the Royal 
Courts of Justice, and likewise of the adjoining room recently granted as 
an addition to the library and also as a bar reading and writing room. 
Lord Halsbury, who was received by Mr. Napier Higgins, Q.U., and 
some other members of the Library Committee and of the Zar Council, 
expressed himself pleased with the ment of the rooms and with the 
rapid devel t of the library, which already contains upwards of 
12,000 volumes of law books, Parliamentary and State papers, chronicles 
and memorials of Great Britain, and works of reference. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. sented 
e 
Court of Appeal. a aby" 
BOWLER v. BARBERTON DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE. No. 1. 9th i Poon 
Dec. . 
Mayor’s Covrt—Jvrispiction—Cause or Action Arising WuHoLLy a 
WITHIN THE Ciry—PRoutnirion. pay tt 
This was an appeal from an order of Bruce, J., at chambers, ordering a new ti 
writ of prohibition to issue to the Mayor and Aldermen of the City of Slater 
London to prohibit them from proceeding further in an action pending in 
the Mayor’s Court. The action was brought on the equity side of the 
Mayor’s Court for the specific performance of a contract, by which the 
defendants had agreed with the plaintiff, in consideration of services to be 
rendered by him in the formation of a company to be called the Sheba 
Alliance (Limited), to hand to him, whenever the company should be 
incorporated, fully-paid shares in the company of the nominal value of 
£6,000. The Shebs Alliance (Limited) was subsequently formed and Prac’ 
incorporated. The defendants sought to restrain the further prosecution 
of the action, on the ground that the Mayor’s Court had no jurisdiction to Mo 
entertain it. They contended that, as the claim was for over £50, it was to pa; 
requisite that every part of the cause of action should have arisen within to be 
the City of London ; and that it would be necessary for the plaintiff to funds 
prove as part of his cause of action the incorporation of the Sheba Alliance June. 
(Limited), which had taken place outside the City of London—viz., at June, 
Somerset House. annw 
Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorgs and Riery, L.JJ.) dismissed will 
the appeal, upholding the writ of prohibition. No court of equity could the a 
grant specific performance of such an agreement as that now in question, serve 
unless it were shewn that the company which it was intended to form had taine 
been in fact formed. If the formation of the company were traversed, appet 
the material and essential fact of its formation could not be proved to the si 
have taken place within the jurisdiction. On the ground that the whoie trust 
cause of action did not arise within the City, the writ ought tu be allowed the 
to go.—CounseL, James Scarlett; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Arthur May. and | 
Soxicrrors, Roberts § Wrightson ; Thomson § Co. have 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law.] his - 
the 
SLOANE v. BRITAIN STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 14th Dec. T draft 
Practice—PavurEeR—APPp.ication To Suz ** In Forma Pauperis ’’—Arripavit — 
—Casg AND Opinion or CounseL Mane an Exuisit—Ricut or DerenpaNt the c 
to Inspect Exursrr—Onrp. 16, xr. 23, 24. Cx 
Appeal from Lawrance, J., at chambers, giving the defendants leave to alleg 
inspect an exhibit to an affidavit. The affidavit was filed in pursuance of A rig 
ord. 16, r. 24, upon an application by the plaintiff for leave to sue in or b 
formé pauperis, and the case laid before counsel and his opinion thereon The 
were made an exhibit to the affidavit. Tue application for leave to sue in expr 
Sormé pauperis was granted, and the defendants, upon being served with some 
the writ, took out asummons to inspect the exhibit to the affidavit. The that 
master referred the summons to the judge, indorsing thereon that he had of so 
made inquiries and found that the practice was to allow the affidavit to be actir 
inspected, and he drew attention to the case of Re Hinchliffe (43 W. R. 82; the : 
1895, 1 Ch. 117), in which it was held that any person who had a right and 
to see the affidavit had a right to see the exhibits. Lawrance, J., having it w: 
made the order for inspection, the plaintiff appealed. Tho 
Tue Cover allowed the appeal. who 
Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the case was laid before counsel, and his acco 
opinion taken thereon, for the sole purpose of informing the judge, so to f 
as to enable him to determine whether he would allow the plaintiff tu sue tne 
in formd pauperis. It was for the information of the judge alone, inde 
and was not intended to be seen by other persons for other purposes. defe 
Lorgs, L.J., concurred. They were only adopting what Coleridge, J.. equé 
saidin Bryant v. Wagner (7 Dow. 676): ‘‘I apprehend that Mr. Vhannell the 
is correct in stating that the certificate of counsel is a matter of impor- reas 
tance. But then it is not for the benefit of the opposite party, but for the 16, 1 
information of the court.” That was the true ground to put the matter and 
on. The judges who decided Re Hinchliffe had not the present case before Vine 
their minds, and if they had they would probably have drawn the same Wel 
distinction as he now did. 
Riesy, L.J., concurred.—Counset, C. Gregson Ellis; J. Eldon Bankes. 
— Ewer § Neave, for Woodburn § Holme, Liverpool; Botierell § Fl 
[Reported by W. F. Binay, Barrister-at-Law. |} Fron 
FLUISTER v. FLUISTER. No, 2. 14th Dec. T 
Practice—Divorce—Notice or Triat—Svurricrency—Drvorce Rvuies ~~ 
44 anv 47. Sens 
This was a motion for a new trial of a petition for a divorce, based oy apd 
roug ir 
g Ci wife’s adulte: was 
A en red appe fish 
filed answers to the petition. he 7th of July, 1896, t Tou 
5 peritione e and sent to the solicitor of the respondent and co- gra 
respondent a letter in the follo terms: ‘‘ Dear Sir,—Fiwister v. and 
Fiuister ; I have set this cause down for Stic You have not forwardeds the 
me a copy 0) verily our ulars, nor have you, as 1} re: 
understand, filed a of the affidavit veri the eammen~ tana ra 
faithfully, C. W.Inman.’’ The solicitor of the mdent and co-respon- é onl 
dent did not treat this letter as a notice of the of the petition,and — gra 
in consequence when the petition came on to be heard on the 30th of July, : in | 
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1896, neither the respondent nor the co-respondent were in court or repre- 
sented by counsel. The petition was therefore tried as undefended, and 
in the result a decree nisi was made. The respondent now moved for a 


i rd Russeit, C.J., and Linpiey and A. L. 
Surrn, L.JJ.) thatthe above letter was a sufficient notice of th 
having been set down for trial within rales ® Divorce Hales, 
but that on the solicitor of the respondent offering and unde: to 
pay the costs thrown away (including the costs of this appeal motion), a 
new trial ought to be granted.—Counsrt, Salter ; R. J. Willis. Soxtcrrors, 
Slater ; C. W. Inman, 
Reported by W. Scorr Tompsoy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 








High Court—Chancery Division. 
WYNNE v. TEMPEST, Chitty, J. 16th Dec. 


Practice—Tuirp Party Notice—Orp. 16, rx. 48—Breacu or Trust— 
Cram to Fottow Trust Monry—Inpemniry. 


Motion. The action was for a declaration that the defendant was liable 
to pay, and for payment by him to the plaintiff of a certain sum directed 
to be raised by a deed poll dated the 30th of August, 1883, out of certain 
funds, subject to the trusts of thé will of Thomas Meson dated the 5th of 
June, 1860, and of a certain indenture of settlement dated the 23rd of 
June, 1856, together with interest'‘thereon at the rate of 5 per cent. per 
annum, and the defendant was’ sued as surviving trustee of the said 


pursuant to an order of court ob- 
tained upon the application of the defendant under ord. 16, r. 48. It 
appeared that the proceeds of sale of certain stock appropriated to meet 
the said sum was received by their late partner Thomas Teale, who was a 
trustee of the said will and settlement, and it was alleged that he received 
the money as a member of the firm of solicitors acting for the trustees, 
and paid the same into the firm’s account. This account would seem to 
have been in Thomas Teale’s name. After the death of Thomas Teale 
his bankers were held entitled in an action between the third parties and 
the bankers to set-off the credit balance on such account against an over- 
| draft of a larger amount due upon another banking account which 
| Thomas Teale had with them, also in his own name. This was a 
motion on behalf of the persons brought in as third parties to discharge 
the order pursuant to which they had been brought in. 

Currty, J., said that it was sought to make the defendant liable for an 
alleged breach of trust by him and his deceased co-trustee, Thomas Teale, 
A right to indemnity might arise under an express or implied contract, 
or by reason of an obligation resulting from the relation of the parties. 
The right of indemnity claimed by the defendant did not arise from an 
express or implied contract; but, if it arose at all, it was founded upon 
some obligation of the nature above stated. The defendant’s case was 
that the trust money was paid to Thomas Teale as a member of the firm 
of solicitors, of whom the third parties were the survivors; and that he was 
acting within the scope of his apparent authority as partner in receivi 
the money ; and consequently that the firm became liable; and the 11 
and 12th sections of the Partnership Act, 1890, were relied on. Farther, 
it was said that the money was traced into an account in the name of 
Thomas Teale, which was in fact the firm’s account, although the bank, 
who had no notice of the trust, were held entitled to deal with the 
account as the account of Thomas Teale. In_substance that was a c 


| will and settlement. The defendant claimed to fied b 
the applicants against liability im th action, and they 2 


tg alm tne Coane money and, the money Se Ts Cnr 
th surviving with the amount. That was not a claim to 


indemnify the defendant against the plaintiff’s claim. The rigut of the 
defendant (if it exi# iving partners a sum 


equal to the lost trust fund was not a right depending on the liability of 
the defendant in the action; it*w inde ight. For those 
reasons his lordship held that - notice was not within ord. 
16, r. 48, and that the order must be discharged.—Counsgi, Byrne, Q.C., 
and Danckwerts ; Levett,Q.C., and Stewart Smith ; Macswinney. So.icrrors, 
Vincent & Vincent ; Williamson, Hill, & Co.; Witham, Roskell, Munster, ¢ 
Weld ; Perkins § Weston. 


[Reported by J. F. Waxry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


FITZGERALD AND OTHERS v, FIRBANK. Kekewich, J. 9th Dec. 


Fisuery—Licence To Fisn—INTERFERENCE WITH SpontT—PartTies—GRANTEE 
—DaMAGEs. 


This was an action brought by the plaintiffs, Charles Lionel Wingfield 
Fitzgerald, Edward George Bawdon, an dello Price, the trustees of the 
true _Waltonian Society, for an injunction 
Joseph T. Firbank, a railwa <caivestte, the grantee of 
apd to take gravel from certain gravel pits at Rickmansworth, in Hertford- 
shire, from po)luting the rivers Chess and Colne with London clay, gravel 
washings, and other tuspended matter, so as to injure 

fisheries, and for damagés. ‘The true Waltonian y. which wus 
founded in 1830, cOmsisted of about forty members, and had obtained a 
grant of the mght of fishery extending over about five miles in the Chess 
and Colne by leases from fe Ebury and Mr. Shackell. It appeared that 
the society incurred an expenditure of about £230 a year in stocking and 
preterving the fisheries, and it was alleged that the defendant had, in 
carrying on his works, so polluted the rivers as to injuriously affect not 
only re gy Nag b— coarse fish. The defendant was under his 
gran up restore to its level any he might excavate 

in obtaining gravel, and for that st vr he to from railway works 


? 
, 


+a share of residue paid to her forthwith, or whether the same 


which were going on within a short distance of his property many truck- 
loads of London clay, which were tipped into one end of his gravel pits 
while gravel was being exca from the other end. The bottom of the 
gravel pits being at a very low level a large quantity of water collected 
there by percolation and otherwise, and owing to the disturbance caused 
by clay being continually tipped in and gravel taken out, the water 
became largely charged with mud. The water was — out and con- 
veyed in troughs to the river, catch-pits being pro n order that the 
mud contained in the water might it; but these catch-pits became 
choked and failed to carry out their purpose, and consequently when the 
water was discharged into the river it contained in suspension a 
amount of solid matter. The evidence shewed that the fish, owing to 
muddiness, could not see artificial flies and ground bait, and that. the 
mud so injured the Fang ges that not oo the ova and hatched 
fry destroyed, but also the fish were actually driven away. On behalf of 
the defendant it was contended that the title of the grantors of the right 
was not proved, that the plaintiffs, being only tees of the right of 
fishery, had no ee payee interest in the spaw: beds, and therefore 
had no right to bring the action, which should be brought by the grantors 
of the right ; that the driving away of the fish gave no right of action ; and 
that there could be no damages in respect of loss of sport or for rer 
stocking. 


Kzxewicn, J., said that the first objection taken was that there was no 
proof of the title of the grantors of the right of fishery, but_he thought 


that the Posneesory right was sufficient proof of title. Another objection 
was that the plaintiffs were merely licensees ; tt objection he could not 
understand. Why should not the plaintiffs, the licensees, or, as he pre- 
ferred to term it, the grantees, of these rights, sue in respect of interfer- 
ence with the rights which had been granted to 
possesred something valuable had a right to bring an action when a 
stranger came and interfered with that valuable. A further objection 
was that Lord Ebury—a grantor—was not a plaintiff. Had Lord Ebury 
been plaixtiff he would have brought the action in a different by Epes 
as riparian owner ; and then it was clear that the defendant had no right 
to throw matter into the river, but the plaintiffs could, in his lordship’s 
opinion, bring their action in their right as grantees. It was evident 
beyond a doubt that the water contained solid matter which settled down 
when the rapidity of the flow ceased or whenever gravitation came into 
force. Possibly this did not kill the trout, but experts proved that the 
particles got into their gills, and if deposited on the spawning beds the 
solid matter would kill the ova and young fry, and would prevent the 
fish from spawning. It was said that the fish were not driven away, but 
on the evidence it was clear that the ova and young fish were — 
and also that the fish were not on the spawning beds as =, should, in 
the ordinary course of events, be at this season of the year. There were, 
therefore, two facts to be considered—one, that stuff was discharged into 
the river causing injury to the fish; the other, that the fish were not, as 
they should be, on the spawning beds so as to produce the fry for the 
next season’s fishing. The interfering with the spawning beds was the 
substantial part of the case, and one of the witnesses had proved that he 
had seen a spawning bed with no fish on it, whereas there ought to have 
been fish there. Therefore his lordship thought that an injury had been 
done to the spawning It was also proved that the effect of the 
solid matter in the water was to make the trout sick ; that was a distinct 
interference with sport. His lordship, however, did not see his way to 
granting damages on that point—the remedy would no doudt be an in- 
junction and not damages. As regards the coarse fish, no case had been 
made out beyond a mere interference with sport. With regard to 
the injuries to the spawning beds, his lordship said he would not grant 
an injunction because the defendant’s pumping had come to an end, and 
there was no probability of its being recommenced. The question, then, 
was one of damages. 5 that the stock would, by the destruc- 
tion of the spawning , be seriously affected not only this, but also 
next year; and after careful consideration of all the evidence he awarded 
the plaintiffs £150 damages and coste—CovunseL, Warrington, Q.C., 
Ashton Cross, and Duka; Bramwell Davis, Q.C., and Kenyon Parker. 

Soricrrors, Arthur Price ; Bircham § Co. 

(Reported by C. C. Hunsiey, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re FEARON, HOTCHKIN v. MAYOR. Kekewich, J. 10th Dec. 
Witt—Consrruction—Lecacy anp Suarez or Resmwve ‘To we Par’ To 

Marrrep Woman with Restraint upon Anticiration—Ansotuts Un- 

PETTERED GIFT. 

This was an originating summons by the trustee of the will of Isabel 
Fearon, deceased, for the determination of the following question, 
arose upon the construction of the said will—namely, Wh 
defendant, who was a married woman. was entitled to have a 


: 
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g 
Sg 
ReF 


by the trustee, and only the income thereof paid to 
. By her will the testatrix (inter alia) bequeathed a 
cane a gue = ion a ro resid a mean 

poseessed of one eq 7) 0! uary uw 
in the events which have hap , for her four nieces (incl 
defendant) and her nephew, named, in equal shares. 
contained this subsequent provision: ‘‘ And I declare that the 
legacies and shares of my said nieces or grandnieces shall be 


use, free from the control of any present 
wer of anticipation.” No settlement had been made u 
defendant's . On behalf of the defendant it was contended 
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that 
the words in t of anticipation had no effect, and that both the 
legacy and share of residue were , and the following 
cases were cited in eupport: Re Bown (27 Ch. D. 411), Re Grey's Settle- 
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them? A man who-~- 
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ments (34 Ch. D. 712), and Re Tippett ¢ Newboid's Contract (37 Ch. D. | not a repair which they, as owners, were liable to execute, and also that 
444). : , ache the danger apprehended had arisen by natural causes without their a 
Kaxewicn, J., after commenting upon the above cases, continued : | default; and (3) that the order of the commissioners was wrong, as that |] 
The proper test seems to be—is there a direction that the legatee should | imposing the whole liability upon the company, who were owners of have | 
have the corpus? if so, the words in restraint of antic small part only of the level. The commissioners contended that the Taal 
isreparded, err effec st be-giverr to them. In the present | company and their predecessors in title had for a long series of years not of the 
Bs, 5 fe subsequent declaration, the téestatrix directs the share ‘‘to | only repaired the wall, but nad done so under compulsion by order of the to He 
be paid to the legatee’’ : construing these words according to the decision | commissioners, and that a presumption arose that they were legally liable - 7 asteti 
in Re Bown, I come to the conclusion that effect must not be given | to repair, and that the court ought to presume anything necessary to as th 
the restraint on anticipation, and that the defendant is eititied =) Have | make them so liable; (2) that the liability shewn by the evidence was busin 
FF. y share of residue paid to her forthwith.—Counset, Harman ; | not merely a liability to repair the existing wall but to de what might be of an 
Green. Sorscrrons, C. £. Beal, for 7. Ponting, Warminster; W. | necessary for maintaining it as an effectual defence by supporting it at Ti 
HH. Matthews. the foot or otherwise ; (3) that the commissioners of sewers have powers W: 
(Reported by R. J. A. Monatson, Barrister-at-Law. to order a person liable, ratione tenure, to repair a sea-wall, to make an empo 
inset wall when the necessity for the inset wall arises from default in the C 
Re AIREY, AIREY v. STAPLETON. Kekewich, J. 10th Dec. properly supporting and maintaining the old wall. The question for the why | 
Daxp more THan Tuiaty Years OLp—Presumprion or Law—Execvution aed of aod os haa Ren gd the company were liable to execute the . 
“ a > = . 7 specifi ° 
ar Arronusr—Exsactsz or Powsn or Serena. 4 Tue Uourt (Wiis and Waricurt, JJ.) gave judgment for the commis. , A 
Adjourned summons. On the hearing of this summons an incidental | sioners. Where a state of things has been going on for a long time anda judg 
arose as to whether or not a power of appointment had been | liability submitted to for many years, the court will presume that such an 
validly exercised. The facts were as follows: By a marriage settlement | state of things had a legal origin unless evidence be produced that such case | 
dated the 19th day of December, 1851, and executed by the attorney of | origin could not be legal. The subsidence in this case began in 188}, sane 
two of the thereto, who were the father and mother of the | The company did nothing to repair the wall and they were therefore in fom 
intended wife, the mother purported to exercise in favour of her daughter | default. As to whether their liability was divisible amongst the various the it 
oO ending appointment, of which the mother was the donee under the | owners of the land at the back of the company’s land, it was quite Cour! 
of heraunt. The father and mother at the date of the deed were ible that each owner was liable if the liability was one by custom, penal 
resident abroad. The deed was executed by the parties thereto, the | but if the liability was a liability ratione tenure, and the obligation to | 
attorney of the father and mother execu it On their , and the | repair would adhere to every portion of the land though it might be an rim 
attestation clause duly testified to such execution. There was no refer- | owner would have right to contributions from the other owners. Judg- parti 
ence in the body of the deed to the appointment of the attorney. It Was | ment for the commissioners.—CounseL, Bosanguet, Q.C., and Stuart Moore ; payix 
mded on behalf 4 - ay ae : ao Rup create a Channell, Q.C., and Wedderburn. Soxtcrrors, 0. H. Mason; C. B. O. Gepp. snare 
claimed under the settlement, that ths proved itse a : : 
as it was more than thirty years old and softuced from the proper cus- (epentel by B, G. Semssvass, Reletewat-Law.] a 
tody, and that therefore the power was validly exercised. < 
Bioens, J., decided that in the prim bata the power could not EDMONDSON +. HARRISON. Div. Court. 9th Dec. 1 


be regarded as having been validly exercised by the settlement. 











Although the presumption of law was it of deeds thirty years old 
uced from an unsuspected repository, yet in the present =a 
case in connection hi e 


whic: elegation of discretionary 
considered—that was not enough, for the deed on 
: ted by the attorsey of two of the 



















Stokes ; Warrington, Q.C., foward Wright ; Spence; P. O. Lawrence, 
Q.C., and George Henderson ; Beaumont; Musgrave. So.tcrrors, Crawley, 
Arnold, § Co. ; Freshfields & Williams; Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; George Coote ; 
Wild, Berger, § Moore. 

[Reported by R. J. A. Morrison, Barrister-at-Law | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO. v. COMMISSIONERS 
OF THE FOBBING LEVELS. Div. Court. 9th Dec. 


Bra-Watt—Lianmity or Frontacer tro Rerarn—Presumption or LEGAL 
Oxsors or sucn Lianmity—Lanp Drariace Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vicr. 
c. 133). 


This was a l case stated by order of the court. The appellants 
were the London and North-Western Railway Co., and the respondents 
were the Commissioners of Sewers of the Fobbing Levels. It was an 
appeal to the court of quarter sessions for the county of Essex, under the 
Land Drainage Act, 1881 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 133), s. 47, from an order made 
by the commissioners at a court of sewers for the execution of certain 
works by the company. The appeal was respited in order that a case 
should be stated for the opinion of the High Court. The company are 
the owners in fee of certain inarsh lands known as Fobbing Levels in the 
county of Essex which extend along the Thames shore, and are protected 
from inundation by a sez wall. The Level contains 2,574 acres, of which 
the company are owners of twenty-eight acres. In August, 1893, an order 
was by the commissioners upon the company t> execute certain 
and repairs to the sea-wall upon their lands, and the company, 
without — to the question of liability, built a new inset wall. For 
some time before and up to 1893 the tendency of the tide had been to 
gradually undercut the foot of the wall. No repairs were done to the 
wall, and in consequence, in 1893, the wall had begun to subside. These 

were protected by a sea-wall before 1727, and between that year 
1805 the present wall was made. The court books of the com- 
missioners from 1818 show that numerous orders were made upon the 
landowners to execute repairs to the sea-wall, which orders were complied 
{and with one exception there was no record of the cost of any 
. Tepairs to the sea-walls protecting the Level having been borne by the 
or by any person other than the owner of the land on 

which the particular piece of wall repaired stood, and whenever any owner 
failed to execute the necessary repairs he was always ordered and com- 
by the commissioners to do so. The company contended (1) That 
were not as owners of the said land under any obligation to 
commissioners or the Level to repair the sea-wall upon such 
for the — of protecting the lands lying within the said 
Level from in tion of the sea; (2) that the work ordered was 
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Hicgu Covrgr anp Country Court Actrions—Paip ovr ny Sotvgnt 
ParTNeR—APPLIcATION roR CHarcinc Orpgr on Moneys Accrurne 
FROM THE ParTNeRsHIPp—Partnersuir Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 39), 


3 


PAartTNeRsHIP—PRAcTICE—INSOLVENT PanrtNER—JUDGMENT DExRTOR IN BOTH | 


Pu 









8. 23, SUB-SECTION 2. Mack 

This was un ap by the plaintiff in the actio - c. W 
the county court judge a ey, who refused to make a = a Burn 
ing order on min moneys comi : ndant, against whom - 






judgment had been obtained. defendunt was a farmer, and carried 
on business with one Bickner, and prior to the date of this county court 
action a judgment had been obtained against him ina High Court action Com 
by one Hargraves, who had a 










debtor’s estate, and that ap Th 
: manc 
was t 
Par * : ‘ self ¢ 
ex put in upon the e_firm. eC] ership inna 
interes f¥fison having been ascertained, Mr. Bickner paid that sum wher 
to Harrison’s solicitor, and that gentleman paid in full the judgment — failec 
debt owing by Harrison to Hargraves, but did not pay the balance — — shee] 
either into court or to the receiver. Two or three days after the partner- the « 
ship was_dissolved, Edmondson heard that Harrison was entitled to defer 
funds @ from the partnership, and thereupon he applied to the a 
county court judge under section 23, sub-section (2), of the Partiérship tends 
AG, 1890, for a charging order, or for an order appointing the same { were 
receiver as had been appertted in the High Court action to act in this | 
matter on his behalf. ‘Chat section is as follows: A judge, either of the oe 
High Court gx of the county court, may “ on the application by summons Bo 
of any judgment: creditor of a partner make an order charging that Wi 
partner’s interestin the partnership property with payment of the amount — the « 
of the judgment and interest thereon, and may by the same or subsequent a liat 
order appoint a receiver of that partner’s share and profits . . . and defen 
of any other money which may be coming to him in respect of the partner- ‘| sheep 
ship, and direct all accounts and inquiries - « as the case may 
require.’”? The learned county court judge, after hearing argument, 
refused to make either of the orders asked for. The judgment creditor fact t 
appealed. Counsel for the appellant submitted that the county court , ~ for #1 
judge was wrong in holding that no money was coming under the { | for t 
partnership to the judgment debtor, because the application for a charg- authe 
ing order had been made after the date on which the partnership was Wi 
dissolved. The judgmcut creditor’s rights were not altered as against the Smile 
partnership assets, because the interest of the insolvent partner had been Swan 
transfe to a receiver. The receiver had not been discharged, and 
could not discharge himself, and the balance at any rate ought to be in 
his hands under the order made in the High Court action. The judge 
ought to have appointed him receiver also for the county court action, 
when he could have dealt with the balance on behalf of the appellant. 
Counsel for the respondent submitted that the county court judge had — 
acted rightly in refusing to make the order. The judgment creditor | PT 
applied after the partnership was dissolved. He could not have a better | E 
right against the judgment debtor under the procedure of the Act of 1890! ~ Sourc 


than he had formerly by f. fa. No charging order would then have been _ 
made except as bad already been done for the benefit of Hargraves. The — Va 
county court judge had only power under the Act to make a charging 


ee one Ra ed 





order, if there was a ership, and assets accruing therefrom to the Ap 
judgment debtor. The appeal was based really on the wrongful acs of upon 
the receiver, who had permitted the solicitor or the judgment debtor te judg 
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deal with the partnership assets and oa off the j 
direct without the money being in the instance 


have applied to have so much of the balance paid out to him. [Waicnrt, 
J.—It is not suggested that the money is not perfectly safe in the hands 
of the solicitor, and the appellaat can garnishee for 


aséets.] The duty of the receiver ended, and he was discharged so soon 
as the creditor’s claim was satisfied. That had been done, and it was no 
business of his to see that the balance was paid into-court for the benefit 
of another creditor. 

Tue Covrr (Writs and Waicut, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wits, J., in giving judgment, said a judge of the county court was 
empowered to make such an order as was asked for by ord. 25, r. 8a, of 


the County Court} Rules, 1889, and, generally , he saw no reason 
a county court should not make such an Wnder the Yart- 















why 


judge 
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abt LO 





,) . ‘ ; cD ak application Could De 8 
sitter Court was, he thought, a sufficient reason why the county court 
judge should use, as he had used in the oes case, his discretion 
to make the order or not. He agreed with Wright, J., who during the 
case had pointed out that an order having been made in relation to the 
same fund in the High Court, and the receiver there appointed not having 
been formally discharged, this difficulty might arise—that the order of 
the inferior court might interfere with the administration of the High 
Court. He did not agree with the it’s contention that the part- 
nership having been dissolved on the 10th of July was a fatal bar to the 





' ap lication made on the 15th. The a might be made by any 


1 j mt creditor, and he would not be shut out’ because the solvent 
er had exercised the privilege granted him by the Partnership Act of 
paying out the insolvent member to save execu being levied on the 


assets of the firm. It was clear that 
balance as between himsé : 













e partnership had been dissolved. 

ricuT, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed with costs.—CovunseL, W. 
Mackenzie ; Lincoln Reed. Sowtcttons, Preston, Stow, § Preston, for James 
C. Waddington, Burnley; Oreeke, Hornby, § Porter, for John Sutcliffe, 


Burnley. 
[Reported by Ersxixz Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 


VIVIAN v. DALTON. Div. Court. 11th Dec. 


Commons—Repitevin—Damace Frasant—NecGiect 10 KEEP UP Fence— 
Surcuareine Common. 


This was an appeal from a county court. The plaintiff was lord of a 
manor, and the defendant was a commoner of the manor. The defendant 
was the owner of prope j° common, and as between him- 
self and the commoners he was bound to maintain a fence between his 
land and the common. The p upon the common 250 sheep, 
whereas he was only entitled to place 200 sheep on it. The defendant 
failed to maintain the fence above-mentioned, and fifteen of the plaintiff's 


~~ sheep strayed on to the defendunt’s land. The defendant impounded 


the sheep, and the plaintiff brought sn_action of replevin to which the 
defendant pleaded damage feasant. e county court judge gave judg- 
ment in favour of the plainuff. On behalf of the defendant it was con- 
tended that the plaintiff having surcharged the common, the sheep which 
were impounded were not lawfully upon the common and were tres- 
passers: Wells v. Walting (2 W. Bl. 1233) and Tyrringham'’s case (4 Rep. 
38) were cited. 

Tue Court (Witxs and Waicur, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wus, J., said that the plaintiff had a right to put some sheep upon 
thecommon. He was therefore a commoner. The defendant was under 
a liability towards the commoners to — > the fence. Therefore the 

ant set ewing that 6 fa 






: 5 ae ly wa 
« J BS ‘e e Ly uc WV The 
fact that under the old system of pleading aga @ commoner 
for surcharging the common was an action on the case and not an action 
for trespass showed that the animals were on the common in excess of 
authority, and not in violation of a right. 

Wuisur, J., concurred.—Counsat, Lewis Richards; Benson. Soricivors, 
sae Ollard, Yates, § Ollard; J. T. Lewis, for Aaron Thomas ¢ Co., 

wansea. 





[Reported by C. G. Wiieranam, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


PITTMAN v. PRUDENTIAL DEPOSIT BANK (LIM.) C. A. No. 1. 
10th Dec. 
Soricrroe—Deatinas with OLtrent—Desr Ow1ne to Soiicrror—Assian- 
MENT OF JUDGMENT RecoverspD—Previous AGREEMENT To AssiGn— 
VaLIpITy or AssIGNMENT. 


Appeal from the judgment of Wills, J., in favour of the defendants, 
upon a garnishee issue. The question was er an t of a 
judgment debt to the plaintiff, a solicitor, was valid or not. plaintiff 





% to Harrison in the hands of a third party arising out of the partnership” 


had acted as solicitor for one Law for some time, and other 
in an action of Law v. Mullens’ Hotel (Limited). Law was indebted 
the tiff for costs incurred before the was commenced. 


judgment was p’ 
ing the j 

by Law for the costs incurred before the action. 
drawn by the plaintiff and approved by Law before the verdict. 
defendants having served a garnishee order wisi upon Mullens’ Hotel 
(Limited), the money was 
th sochasion agen tha tae tah Mi cama ted in pu 
e conclusion wu; was execu pur- 
cuance of am agreameas axtived ab belies’ tis 

held that, th i eo tenteanetion eats: geataaty Seeeet one, Cava: 
5 yee oy ee Se me S Saree = Sone 
( W. R. 227, 7 E. & B. 84). gacentinaiy gave Jelgment Se 
defendants on the issue. The plaintiff contended (1) that 

was not executed in pursuance of an agreement arrived at before - 
ment, but merely in pursuance of an honourable understanding; (2) 
that, as according to doctrine of Simpson v. Lamé the previous - 
ment was invalid, the assignment was not founded upon a previous - 
ment ; and (3) that the doctrine of Si v. Lamb was not ap to 
the yment of a debt, which was this case, but only to the purchase of 


aj t. 
Tux Court (Lord Esusr, M.R., Lorzs and Rrony, L.JJ,) dismissed the 


é 
i 
E 
/ 
3 
s 


; 


appeal. 

Fras Roum, 26:2... exttheditadaininin sncinihais porgesition of 
law could be. In order to protect the honour and of the profes- 
sion the court had laid down a rule of law, which it always insist 
upon, that a solicitor could not make an arrangement of any with 


client during the litigation which | he.was conducting for the client, so 

as to give him any advantage in respect of the result of that litigation. 

It was said that that was on account of the fiduciary relation between the 
was 


the nicest and most pi 
thought that unless the rule y 
would be a temptation to solicitors to which they should not be subjected 
It was useless to say that in this no 
tempted, but acted from the most honourable motives. The law was 
univerzal as to this, that without considering the motives in this particular 
transaction a solicitor must not persuade his client, or indeed accept from 
his client a vol offer, to 
the result of the litigation which he was conducting. Th 
this case was owed a debt 
an action for his client. t with bis 
client that he should obtain an advantage from the litigation which he 
was conducting—namely, that the 
when obtained, to him. It was said that there was no bindingagreement 
to do so before judgment by reason of the rule in Simpson v.. Lamb. 
no doubt, was true, but if that 
be entirely gone. It was true therefore that in that sense the arrange- 
ment was not binding, but the solicitor, without cautioning his client 
(indeed if he had done so it would have made no difference), made an 
ment, which, it was true, was not binding for the reason above 
stated, that the client should assign the judgment to him. 
recovered, and the solicitor, acting on the arrangement, and without 
telling the client that the was not binding on him, and that 
he ought not to consider it og either legally or morally, placed the 
assignment before him and got it executed. His lordship was unwilling 
to narrow the rule, and thought that it should be kept as large as 
—— The case came within the rule, and the assignment was 


Lorgzs and Ricny, L.JJ., concurred.—Soxicrrors, J. B. Pittman ; Gibson, 


Usher, § Co. 
[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


STILL v. WEBB. Stirling, J. 25th and 26th Nov., 15th Dec, 


So.icrrorn—Remungration—Sace Cannigp Ourny Unpsriease—Soricrrors’ 
REMUNERATION ACT. 

Summons. The question in this case was whether the applicants, 
were solicitors, could claim remuneration to the scale under the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, schedule 1, part 2, for a sale of ‘a leasehold 
house which had been carried out by an underlease. 

Srre.ine, oe claim to be remunerated according to the 
scale under the tors’ Remuneration 


schedule 1, 
2. [His lordship read schedule 1, lng 5 ale Beal Geatansl 7} It ort 


¢ 


rule governs this case, then, to the decision of North, J., in Re 
Hellard v. Bewes (42 W. R. 415; , 2 Ch. 229); the tiffs have 
claimed a correct’ sum, but it is disputed by the that the 
applies at all, and in my judgment the its are right. 
nesting of Vhs 'sihe Goenney Seen of part 2, section 1, 
but only applies to leases and conveyances in fee and other interests 
treehold estate. The present transaction is not s in fee or 
any freehold estate. It is then said it is pot ag it is an 
underlease. The transaction, 
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it must be schedule 1, part 1, supposing that the plaintiffs are to be re- 
munerated according to the scale. I have some doubt, however, whether 
the scale applies at all, and whether the demand does not fall within rule 
2 (¢) of the General Order as ‘‘ business not hereinbefore provided for.”’ 
In that case the method of remuneration would be by bill of costs 
according to the old practice. But that would be a departure from the 
bill.of costs tendered here, and in my judgment this litigation has not 
been attended with such benefit to the estate that it ought to be con- 
tinued any longer. If, therefore, I have to decide whether the amounts 
were rightly charged under the scale, I must say I think not.—Covunsrt, 
Howard Wright and Upjohn. Sotscrrors, Trower, Freeling, § Parkin ; 
Chapman. 
[Reported by J. I. Stiniine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BLUMBERG ». THE LIFE INTEREST AND REVERSIONARY SECURITIES 
CO. Kekewich, J. 16th Dec. 


Tsanper—Casu anp Curque—Avruority or Crepiror’s Soricrror—Pay- 
MENT UNDER Protest. 


Motion for an injunctio i defendants from selling or 
—— property mo: d by the plaintiffs to the defendants. The 


plaintiffs’ case depended upon the question whgther or not a good tender 
a of the mortgage dabt_had been made by them. The facts were these. 
The p solicitor had attended by appointment at the offices of the 


mort ’s solicitor for the purpose of paying in cash the amount of 
yelneigal tatenetts and costs due on the mortgage. rther sum, how- 
ever, was Claimed in respect of incidental expenses connected with the 
, and the mortgagee’s solicitor agreed to accept the cheque of the 

’ solicito SF amount, on the understanding (as he 
ed) that the payment should not be made under protest. The plain- 

’ solicitor drew the cheque, and tendered it and the cash in payment 
und test of the whole amount claimed by the defendants. The 
defendants’ solicitor thereupon refused to accept such payment under 


























protest. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the tender 
under protest was good: Greenwood v. Sutcliffe (40 W. R. 214; 1892, I Ch. 
1); efendants’ solicitor did not object to the cheque the 
che j : Jones v. Arthur (8 Dowling p. 442) and Polglass 
v. OFF ompton & Jervis p. 15), and that he had authority to 
receive the cheque in payment. The defendants contended that the 


tender was bad, on the ground that the defendants’ solicitor was only 
authorized to receive payment in cash. 


Ksxewicn, J., in giving judgment, said: inthe circumstances. of 
this case I do not doubt th the tender of the cash¥and cheque 

7 B TO A ee p in: : dG ne 

8S solicitor had Dee BuULDOrIzed tO receive the mo ey and cheque 

do not doubt that that also would have been a good tender. But there 

is this novel question, Assuming the solicitor to be authorized to receive 

the cash, is he also authorized to receive the cheque, which is not a legal 

tender? It is contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that he can, if such 

—— would be in the ordinary course of business. Now, I think this 

be a very mischievous extension of the solicitor’s authority. Inthe 













































present case the mortgagee’s solicitor thought the cheque was good, but it 
mip ; 3 was worthiees,and —if—sv; would 
there Pen a good Taide! D née a Toate? Certs nly not 
Had-he-necepted the cheque have taken it at his own risk. He 
had 110 hority to take it, and therefore F—hold that there was not a 
4 sufficient tender, and on that ground I refuse to grant the injunction.— 
Co . Warrington, Q.C., and Frank Evans ; shaw, Q.O., and Ribton ; 


Edward Ford. Soutcrrons, Braham Barnett ; H. Stanley-Jones ; Surman § 


Quekett. 
[Reported by R. J. A. Mornisoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 





MR. JUSTICE VAUGHAN WILLIAMS ON LAW AND 
LIBERTY. 


At the annual dinner of the Leeds Law Students’ Society, on the 10th 
inst, Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams (president for the year) delivered 
his presidential address on ‘‘ Law and Liberty.”” He said that in England 
liberty was not law. What he meant was that there was no law or pro- 
clamation declaring that the people of this realm should be free. The 
truth of the matter was that one started with a sort of instinctive national 
axiom of liberty and freedom. As they knew, the French ai one period 
of their bistory proclaimed ‘‘ Liberty, equality, and fraternity.’”” We in 

had no need to proclaim ‘ Liberty, equality, and fraternity.’’ 

it they looked at the history of the vy ang Constitution they would 

not find proclamations of liberty. What they would find was a series of 
statutes passed from time to time to prevent infractions of liberty. They 
would also find a series of statutes which, though not passed to prevent 
infractions of liberty, were the strongest assertions of liberty, because 
the only reason for the existence of such statutes was that they legalized 
that which was an exception to the ordinary rule of liberty. They would 
further find that the liberty of England was proclaimed in the decisions 
of the judges in the law courts. When liberty was proclaimed in 
that way it was called common law. But there was no such thing as 
& written common law which could be studied as a whole. The common 
law was really a national instinct, and that national instinct, as he had 
said, was sometimes expressed in the shape of statutes and sometimes in 
the shape of judgments. He proposed to call attention to one or two 
exam of this recognition of liberty by the English law. In the first 
let him take the statutory recognition that took the shape of pro- 

of avything that was an infraction of this unwritten right of 
liberty of the subject. Of course, one began with Magna Charta. He 











took it for granted that they knew that Magna Charta, or rather the prin. 
ciple of habeas corpus embodied in M Charta, was not unknown even in 
times before Magna Charta. The principles of Magna Charta were re. 
affirmed several times in the times of the Edwards and of Henry VIII, 
Then they came to the time of the Stuarts, when the deliberate infrac. 
tions of personal liberty of the subject by the Stuart kings led to the 
necessity for a new expression of the rights of liberty of the English 
people. That first took form in the Petition of Right; then followed 


the habeas corpus, and afterwards the Bill of Rights and the Act of © 


Settlement. And then as time went on care was taken by the Le 

lature to extend the right of Aabeas corpus—which, under the original 
statute was practically only available in case of detention for crime, 
or detention under political process—so as to make it apply to every 
process, and then the Legislature also took care that the mode of applyi 

for it should be very much improved, in fact, made so easy that no one 
who found his personal liberty restrained could fail to obtain a writ of 
habeas corpus if he had any primd facie case whatever. He was afraid that 
toa certain extent there was a sluggishness about the judges in giving 
effect to the Habeas Corpus Acts which led to the necessity of some later 
statutes. He thought Fox’s Libel Act was really as great a legislative 
assertion of liberty as there had ever been. It was true that in a technical 


sense the Libel Act had nothing to do with the freedom of our bodies, but ~ 


it did secure to us, if he might use the expression, freedom of written 
speech. And they all knew at this time, with the spread of education, 
what an important thing it was for liberty that we echould enjoy freedom 
of speech. He had stated that there were some statutes the very necessity 
of which was a strong affirmation of our right of liberty, and a particular 
class of statutes which he took as an illustration of that were the Mutiny 
Acts, in which we had a double recognition of our right of liberty. We 
could not have a grander assertion of liberty than the institution of trial 
by jury. No man; was to be imprisoned or put to death excepting upon 
the verdict of twelve of his peers. In earlier days ifa man had a bad 
character he had an extra chance of being hanged, because the fact was 
always brought out. Lord Holt was the first person who declared that that 
wasillegal, Another good thing Lord Holt did was not soallow anybody to 
be tried in fetters. Even now a prisoner was occasionally brought into 
court in handcuffs—on the ground, it was said, of his violence—and then 
the judge, if he knew his opportunity, ordered them to be taken off, as it 
was contrary to Act of Parliament. His lordship proceeded to refer to 
certain prerogatives of the Crown to shew how the expression of them—or, 
to speak more accurately, the limitation of them—was the strongest 
evidence of English liberty. The first was that ‘“‘the king can do no 
wrong,’’ and that therefore he could not authorize a wrong, and it followed 
that the authority of the Crown could not afford a defence to an action 
brought for an illegal act committed by an officer of the Crown. The out. 
come of that doctrine, as handled in the law courts, was an immense pro- 
tection of the subject. Another prerogative was that the king was bound 
by his own and his ancestors’ grants, and could not therefore, by his mere 
prerogative, take away vested immunities and privileges. Though a cor; 
poration created by a charter of the Crown might be dissolved on scire 
facias, yet when the corporation had been guilty of an abuse of the powers 
‘vested in it, it could not be dissolved at the mere will of the Crown; if the 
king created a corporation he could not dissolve it except for good cause, 
The next prerogative was of more general interest. The king could not 
by proclamation do more than command the performance of existing laws. 
For that reason, inasmuch as by the existing laws there was absolute 
right of free speech and absolute right of public meeting, the Crown could 
not by proclamation prohibit public meeting. Perhaps it might be said 
that the Crown had done so during the last few years. If they would look 

a little further they would find that that was in Ireland, and with the 
express authority of the Coercion Act. But apart from that Act it could 
not have been done. The next prerogative was the prerogative of pardon. 
The king had the prerogative ot pardon, but he could never so pardon as — 
to affect any legal right or benefit vested in the subject, and he could not — 
by on defeat a subject’s right of action. There was an analogous right 
in the Crown—and one which was more likely to be exercised—namely, the — 
right of entering a nolle prosequi. It must be borne in mind, however, that 
a nolle prosequi could not stop an impeacbment. In any impeachment by — 
the House of Commons the sovereign was not the prosecutor, and could 
not therefore stop it. The Sovereign could pardon, but, as in the case of ~ 
Lord Strafford, he could not pardon before the impeachment—it must be © 
afterwards. The nolle prosequi was not used nowadays for political put- 
poses, although a case might conceivably arise in which it might be so ~ 
used. All he could say, however, was that he did not like the flavour” 
of a nolle prosequi. It seemed to him not to have a true English smack — 
about it. Reverting to the English instinct of liberty—to which his lord- ~ 
ship had previously alluded—his lordship said he could not help pr e 
that it was due to this instinct that wherever we came in contact with 
any races in the world—it mattered not whether they were subject races 
or conquered races—we immediately extended to them the great right of 
personal liberty and freedom, the great right, of equality of the law, and — 
the greater right of the superiority of the law to the executive. © 
He called attention to the fact that, as far as he knew, the” 
writ of habeas corpus.only existed amongst English-speaking people. © 
We ought to be thankful for our criminal procedure. If a case was tried > 
in the English courts the only question that would be tried—after we had— 
determined the facts—was a question of pure law But we always kept | 
the two things separate ; we did not mix up any outside sentimental com ~ 
siderations with questions of law. Quoting the judgment in the case of 
Major Lothaire, his lordship said that in that judgment it was held th 
judicial errors, as far as proved, did not affect the legality of the judg- 
ment under which Stokes was condemned, apparently because the jad) 


| ment was guided by motives of conscience and probity. In Eng 
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: prin. if a few judicial errors were made which made tha trial no trial 
ven in he was afraid that if anyone said, ‘“‘Oh, but I did it with the 
re Res bet of intentions!’ the excuse would not be accepted. Did not 
VIE they feel a sense of pride that England, having, for the sake of 
nfrac. good neighbourly feeling with other countries, passed a Foreign Ealist- 
to the ment Act. and a breach of it having been committed—although the 
nglish ms charged under the Act happened to be persons to whom the 
lowed country owed much in the past, persons who erred from an excess of what 
Let of they supposed to be patriotic feeling—still in our law courts there was no 
Legis. aittal upon the ground that these men acted from patriotic motives, 
iginal or that their past was a guarantee of their honour and probity? In con- 
rime clusion the President eaid that if he bad been able to bring before his 
every bearers more broadly the fact that the English law was indissolubly bound 
lying up with English liberty, being really based upon it, if he had brought to 
10 one their minds that this was not only true of the great unwritten common 
rit of jaw, but also that it was true of the history of our statutes, and if he had 
i that aroused in them an interest in this particular subject, then he should be 
siving more than repaid. 
later 
lative 
anical 
bout LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
ition THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
edom Hcnours EXAMINATION. 
cule, November, 1896. 
mr At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
w, of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
tri i mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 
upoR Firet Cass. 
+ bad {In Order of Merit. ] 
fe Antuvrk Farqunar Cuitver, B.A., who served his clerkship with 
. aa Mr. Marshall Pontifex, of the firm of Pontifex, Hewitt, & Pitt, of London. 
| Into Sgeconp Ciass. 
then [{n Alphabetical Order. ] 
as it Edwin Dodshon, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Messrs. Pomeroy 
fer to & Tanner, of Bristol; and Messrs. Woodcock, Ryland, & Parker, of 
L—OF, London. 
ngest William George Earengey, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
lo no Edward Steele, of Cheltenham. 
owed William Pritchard Elias, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
ction Richard Hughes Pritchards, of Bangor; and Messrs. Simpson & Co , of 
} Outs London. 
/ Pro- Harry Ross Giles, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Charles 
ound Dowding, of London. 
mere Edmund Huntsman, who served his clerkship with Mr. Griffith Caradog 
Cor: Rees, of Birkenhead. 
scire John Henry Robinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederic 
were William Hardman, LL D., of Deal; and Messrs. Hare & Co., of London. 
if the Frank Herron Stevens, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edgar 
ause, Alexander Bay!is, of London. 
i not Hagh Jotn Vinall, who served his clerkship with Mr. Isaac Vinall, of 
laws, Lewes. 
olute Tutrp Cxass. 
ould [In Alphabetical Order. | 
said William Stobo Audrew, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
look White Beor, of Swansea. 
1 the Herbert John Berry, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Charles 
could Raby, of the firm of Messrs. Hockin, Rany, & Beckton, of Manchester. 
rdon. George Fowler Carrington Brown, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
on as George Fowler Brown, of Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 
L not Henry Wordsworth Clemesha, M.A., who eerved his clerkship with Mr. 
right Thomas Reveley, of the firm of Messrs. Houghton, Myres, & Reveley, of 
, the Preston. 
that Harry Neild Collis, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr, 
at by Charles William Collis, of Stourbridge; and Messrs. Walker, Son, & 
ould Field, of London. 
se of Leonard Votman, B.A., who eerved his clerkship with Messrs. Cotman 
st be & Son, of Preston. 
pur- Bernard Withers Dowson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
1 80 Grey, of Manchester ; and Messrs. Bush & Mellor, of London. 
vour Charles Ekin, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. Johnson & 
nack Co., of Birmingham ; and Messrs. Burton, Yeates, & Hart, of London. 
ord- Herbert Francie, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arnold Trinder, of 
king the firm of Messrs. Capron & Trinder, of London. 
with James Hall Smith, who served his cler! with Mr. Robert Cresswell 
aces Burrows, of Cambridge ; and Mr. Henry , of London. 
it of Arthur Claude Havers, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
— _w, teat, & Co., of London. 
ry Holt, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alexander Molesworth 
the of Rochdale ; and Messrs. Walker & Rowe, of London. , 
ple. George Livsey, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
ried Harwood, M.A., of the firm of Messrs. Ashton, Harwood, & Somers, of 
be weehoner. 
e| uy Matthews, who served his clerkship with Mr. Sydney Matthews, of 
202 Swaffham ; and Messrs. Crossman & Prichard, of Lond . : . 
: A Pho Pfabl, who served his clerkship with Mr. Harry James Lewis, of 
on. 


\dg- William Edward ce, who served his clerkshi; ith Mr. Char! 
< George Scott, of per ; thon ‘ = 


William Augustus Oassin Raper, who served his clerkship with Mr. 





pone sag Augustus Raper, of Battle; and Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., of 
on. 
a Robinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard Robinson, 
° atton. 
Christopher Wesley Shimeld, who served his c with Mr. James 
rt Ascroft, B.A., of the firm of Messrs. Robert & James Ascroft, of 
am. 
Percy Hazell Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. Briscoe Hooper, 
of Torquay ; and Messrs. Woodcock, Ryland, & Parker, of London. 
George Frederic Tanner, who his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
William Roe Rycroft and Mr. James Hislop, both of Manchester; and 
| Messrs. Pritchard, Englefield, & Oo., of London. 
Francis Joseph Weld, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Weld & 
Thomson, of Liverpool; and Messrs Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., of London. 


The Council of the Inccrporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— re 

To Mr. A. F. Chilver—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s- 
aga about £10; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 
guineas. 

To Mr. Edmund Huntsman, who served under articles of clerkship to 
Mr. Griffith Caradog Rees, of Birkenhead—‘* The John Mackrell Prize ’’— 
value about £13. 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Ninety-eight candidates gave notice for the examination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatine Soctgsty.—December 8th.—Mr. Arthur E. 
Clarke in the chair.—The debate was a joint debate with the Gray’s Inn 
Debating Society on the motion—‘‘ That in the opinion of this house the 
working-classes can hope to obtain satisfaction of their real needs under 
a Liberal rather than under a Conservative Administration.’’ Mr. L. A. 
Atherley-Jones, Q.C., M.P., opened in the affirmative on behalf of the 
Gray’s Inn Debating Society; Mr. J. Cornelius Wheeler opened in the 
negative on behalf of the Law Students’ Debating Society. The follow- 
ing gentlemen also spoke: Messrs. J. B. O. Stephens, A Maconachie, 
R. H. Armstrong, Archer White, A. K. Donald, F. Hinde, Herbert 
Smith, H. E Miller, C. L. Bangley, and E.L. Chapman. Mr. Atherley- 
Jones replied. The motion was lost by fourteen votes. 


December 15th.—Mr. J. 8. Wilkinson in the chair.—The subject for 
debate was: ‘‘ That this coclely ee Reddaway v. Banham 
(1896, A. C. 199).”” Mr. Ne bbutt opened in the affirmative ; Mr. 
F. H. Stevens seconded in the affirmative; Mr. Hamilton Fox opened in 
the negative. ‘The following members also spoke: Messrs. A. Dickson, 8. 
Miall, J. A. Burns, Haseldine-Jones, Archibald Hair, W. Hudson, 
Arthur E. Clarke, and C. Augustus Anderson. The motion was lost by 
six votes. 

Biackrvurn AND Distaicr Law Stupents’ Denatine Socirery.—November 
18th.—Mr. A. Read presiding.—The subject for debate ran as follows: 
‘* A Chinese subject accused of complicity in a conspiracy to murder the 
Emperor of China is enticed into the Chinese Ambassador's house in Lon- 
don. He is tried by the Ambassador, and condemned to death, and 
hanged, his body being buried in the back yard. Was the Am 
acting legally according to interuational law?’”’ Mr. Kk. Ferguson led for 
the affirmative, and Mr. J. Campbell for the negative. The following 
gentlemen also took part in the ussion :—Messrs. Backhouse, Calvert, 
J. Cooper, F. Hindle, E. Marsden, E. Riley, and T. R. Thompson. The 
chairman then summed up, and the question was decided in favour of the 
negative by a majority of five. 

Lzzps Law Srvupenrs’ Soctery.—A joint debate between this society 
and the Yorkshire College Medical Society was held on bt nom 
December 9th, ia the Medical Hall, Leeds, Mr. J. Basil Hall, M.B., 
the chair. There wasa good attendance. The subject for debate was : 
‘‘That a knowledge of right and wrong is not a sufficient test of the 
criminal responsibility of the insane.” Mr. J. Holmes, of the Medical 
Society, opened in the affirmative, and. was seconded by Mr. Victor 
Hartley ; Mr. F. G. Jackson, of the Law Students’ Society, opened in the 
negative, and was seconded by Mr. G. E. Foster, of the Law Students’ 
Society. The question was eventually decided in the affirmative by a 
majority of three. 

December 14th.—Mr. Arthur Willey in the chair.—The subject for 
debate was as follows: ‘‘ A lady deposited a box containing valuables with 
hee Renieese for ante custole, Say. Soeeesos (in writing) to deliver up 


the box only u production of an authority signed the lady. The 
only considoration for thia was thea te eo teem te 


Se nee ca ee eamnten ee 
u an au! ty ‘8 

be signed by her. but which afterwards turned out to be e f ‘ 
Can the lady maintain an action against the bankers for the value 








WaAnrnino To inteNDING Hovss Puncuaszrs aNp Lussees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary 


Arrangements 
Examined Saget ee ee Co. (Certer Bros.), 
65, Victoria’ cmmest, estminster. Fee rp 2 guineas ; 





for 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—{Avvr] 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Witu1Am Henry Hynpman Jonrs, barrister-at-law (supernumerary 
resident magistrate of Jamaica), has been appointed a Puisne Judge of the 
Supreme Court of the Straits Settlements. 


Sir G. Suersron Baxer, recorder of Barnstaple and Bideford; Mr. 
Ricwanp Marrack, Mr. James Witttams, D.C.L., and Mr. James 8. 
Grusn, barristers, have been appointed Members of the Board of 
Examiners established by the four Inns of Court under rule 4 of the 
** Consolidated Regulations.’’ 


Mr. Cuans.zs Russert, solicitor, of the firm of Day, Russell, & Co., 
has been appointed Solicitor in the United Kingdom for the Government 
of the Dominion of Canada. 

Mr. A. Rocers Forp, solicitor, of Weston-super-Mare, has been 

— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ford was admitted in August, 


Mr. D. Parmer Anprews, solicitor, of Sydenham, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Dissoivtrions. 


Atrrep Joun Liveszy and Josspx Hewrrson Gruson, 
(McKeever, Livesey, & Gibson), Carlisle and Wigton. Aug. 31. 
[Gacette, Dec. 11. 


solicitors 


_ 


GENERAL. 


The subject for debate at the meeting of the Hardwicke Society on 
Friday evening was to be—‘‘ That, in the interests of the public, it is 
desirable that the principle of compulsory retirement, after a given num- 
ber of years’ service, should be applied to the judicial bench in this coun- 
try, due regard being had to the rights of individuals.’’ The debate was 

be opened by Mr. Candy, Q.0. 


It is announced that a departmental committee appointed last year by 
Lord Balfour of Burleigh, Secretary for Scotland, to revise the judicial 
statistics of Scotland, has now adjusted revised headings for the criminal 
statistics, which have been approved, and will form the basis for the 
return of 1897 and subsequent years. 


Mr. Louis Charles Tennyson-d’Eyncourt, formerly a metropolitan police 
magistrate, died on Friday. He was a son of the Right Hon. Charles 
Tennyson-d’Eyncourt, M.P., and was called to the bar in 1840. He was 
appointed a metropolitan police magistrate in 1851, and retired in 1890. 

e was a J.P. for Lincolnshire and Middlesex. 


In the course of his speech at the dinner of the Leeds Law Students’ 
Society Mr. Justice Grantham spoke of the kindly reception accorded to 
her Majesty’s judges wherever they went. Their duties were not light, 
and their responsibilities were great. The weight of those responsibilities 
were not lessened by the fact that their duties were always performed in 
public and under the full blaze of the sun—at least, he took it there was a 
sun in Leeds. At any rate, they were subjected to the light of criticism, not 

of the press, but also of every one who was concerned in the cases 
be which they had to deal. When it was remembered that the whole of 
their judicial lives was spent either in sending some of their neighbours to 
durance vile for greater or lesser periods or in giving judgment against 
some unhappy client which would probably cost him hundreds of pounds, 
and considering that they were thus making enemies every day, it was 
extraordiuary how few enemies they met with. ‘The explanation must be 
found. in the good will and good fellowship and kindly feeling of those 
for whom they had administered justice, and he hoped also that the judges 
as ‘a bedy endeavoured to live up to the great position which was given 
them by their age and that they always tried to be worthy of the noble 
office they held 

Ata meeting of the Royal Statistical Society the Rev. W. D. Morrison 
read a “The Interpretation of Criminal Statistics.’’? In the 
course of a Giionasion which followed the Pa r, Mr. Macdonell said that 
it was difficult to compile statistics, more difficult to arrange them, and 
still more difficult to interpret them. Mr. Morrison had laid most stress 
on indictable offences, but those formed only a imped of the vast region 
pte ne noes way was to look at the whole domain of crime; and 

ities appeared to the conclusions at which Mr. Morrison 
sabe “Tor instance, the total convictions for 1894 were 553,442. 
Of those, 159,600 were for drunkenness, 68,426 for offences under the 


and 10,950 for 
more than 60 per cent. of the total, 
pe eg mete ag as crimes. Many of a rene 
of ¢rime, therefore, referred to offences which implied no moral depravity. 
Another qualification that should be insisted u was that every year the 
number of misdemeanours was increasing. The increase in the number 
statutory offences which had chen place bel the present 
meant that the possibility of committing offences had been enormously 
Then, again, as regards _ most serious crimes, indicative of 
*wickedness, there had been a remarkable decrease. But two 
established. , that there was an enormous 
increase in.crimes of all kinds committed by persons between eighteen and 
twenty-one; and, secondly, that there was a marked increase in the 
of habitual offenders. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Registrars 1x ATTENDANCE oN 








Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, Dec. 21 Mr, Leach Mr. Rolt Mr. Carrington 
esd: sol a Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
.23 Leach Rolt Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srie.ina. KEKEWICH. Romen. 
Monday, Dec, ....0000000000 21 Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson 
INIT Ucn sdevecteutatasesic>e: 23 Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Wednesday sdentatnealoioeed 23 Beal Ward Jackson 


The Christmas Vacation will commence on Thursday, the 24th day of December, 


and terminate on Wednesday, the 6th day of January, 1897, both days inclusive. = 





THE PROPERTY MART. 
RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs. H. E. Fosrsr & Crayrieip’s 585th Periodical Sale of these interests took place 
on Thursday, the 17th inst.. the total realized amounted to over £20,000. The 
ee some of the results :— 

REV. IONS :— — £ 8.4 
To £2,087 Consols ; life 85 ons -» eee ws Bold = 1,760 0 6 
To £2,000 Cash ; life 66 9 1,175 0 06 

‘o one-ninth of £16,550, survivorship £1, 500; life 4. 9° 1,000 0 6 
— one-third £3,700 Consols and 31 Cottages and Shops at 
os (fp 1,200 0 6 

LIFE INTEREST IN POSSESSION and REVERSION : - 

To a Trust Fund of about } £14,000 ; life 65 -» gs 10,200 06 

POLICY of ASSURANCE 
For ene in Star Life , Society; life58 oo 970 00 

— GAS LIGHT AND COKE CO, :— 

£609 Seven and a Half per Cent. New Stock ... eo oot 1,006 7 0 
£397 Seven per Cent. “A” Stock . a a ose wr 69 676 18 0 
£210 Four per Cent. Debenture Stock |. ses ” 262 10 6 


The largest lot, a Reversionary Life Interest in the “‘ Sister Estates,” was bought in 
at £13,000, but we understand that negotiations are proceeding for a sale by private treaty, 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Faipay, Dec. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrrep in CHANCERY. 
Betworns Hitt Amatoamatep Gotp Mixes, Liwirep (1 Liguipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Jan 25, to send their names and addresses, and 
their debts or claims, to Frederick William Smith, 113, Wool Exchange, 24, Basinghall 
st. Trinder & Capron, solors to liquidator 
Care InvesTMENT SYNDICATS, gn are required, on or before a 10, to 
send their names addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
N. Koch and jpn Fi penne care of Michael Abrahams, Sons, & Co., solors, 8 


Old Je 
CREDENDA Tope Co, one eee are required, on or before Jan 15, to send their 
names and ad riculars of their debia or claims, to Mr W. . H. Tyther, care 


Co, Limited, Smethwick, near Birmingham. Smith & ‘c, 
Birmingham, solors for a iawidton, (The above Ge + OR in liquidation in conse- 

wence of th sale of the business to the New Gredenda Tube Co, Limited.) 
uired, on or before Dec 31, to 


“ Hamitton”’ Steamsup Co, yen Ppt hn 
the particulars of 2 their debts or claims, to 
ee Spencer, Central mage Ni North John st, Liverpool. Batesons & Co, Liverpool, 


send names and 
required, on or before Jan 


Kyicutstons Westoy-surer-Marg, Linrrep—Creditors are 
ad and ti of their debts or claims, to 


15, to names and 

Robert Henry Carpenter, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Natiowat Provincia, Trustess anp Assets Corporation, Limitep—Creditors are = 

quired, on or before Jan 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 

their debts or claims, to Alfred Leopold Straus and George William Schoenfeld, ” 

Queen st, Cheapside. Bosanquet, Queen Victoria st, solor for liquidators 


London Gazette—Turspay, Dec. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luurrep ry Caancery. 


Art NeepLework ayp Cuurcn Suppiy AssocraTion, Tamgun— Coote are required, om 
or before Jan 30, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to James William Smith, , 36, Princess st, Leicester. Wykes, Leicester, solor for 


liqui 

Pm rym SywpicatTe, Lausene~Costtiens ane required, on or before Jan 21, to send 
their names and ego ae to John Francis 
Tee, 68, park. Wo & Co, 35, Eastcheap, solors to liquidator 


Mercuasts or Great eee: at axp Inecanp, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 4, to send pees aye Ge pesteien of: Sale Coa 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES eo age tmeemt 
Famity Poticy Buriat Socrery, 67, Lord st, Liverpool. Dec 
oo? + rmmed Sick ayp Accipent Socrery, Harecastle Colliery, nr Stoke on 
ren 
a a Freenoip Layp Society, Limtrep, Rutland Coffee House, Leicester 


Newport, Moy, Licensep Vicrvatiers ayp Besruovse Kexrers Frrenpty Assocti- 
TION ‘ewport, 
a ‘May’s Rervcz Lopez or Opp Fe..iows, Theatre Tavern, Arundel st, Sheffield 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faiwary, Nov. 27 
Jounstox, James, Sherwood, Cheam 
ling, J. Holmes & 


rd, Sutton Dec 30 ee 
& Son, Clement’s In, Lombard st 


724 
r.. 
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Waites 
Wii: 


Wixpna 
Je 
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Premio) 
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Downr 
Duyste 
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London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 1. 
Lyris, Georce, U Batley, York, Yarn Spinner Jani Lyles v Lyles, Chitty, J. 
Taylor & Magzs, Batley 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Dec. 4. 
Patmer, Witiiam, Birmingham Jan 7 Palmer v Palmer, Kekewich, J. Fallows & 
Rider, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Torreynam, Sanan Anne Lorrus, Hove, Sussex Jan 7 Tottenham v Tottenham, 
North, J. Booth, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec 4. 
Baixes, Harnierr, Torrens rd, Brixton hill Dec 31 Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 
Beverton, Josern Henry, Blackfriars rd Dec 31 Cordwell, Old Serjeants’ inn 
Biogapike, Wiit1am, Commercial rd East Dec 31 Calthrop & Bonner, Spalding 
Boorn, Sir Cuanves, Stanstead Abbots, Herts Jani Angell & Co, Gresham st 
Buiaiy, Jony, minster Dec 24 Paull, minster 
Byrxoy, Emma Evizapern, Clyro, Radnors Jan&5 Humfrys, Hereford 
Crank, Frances, Malmesbury, Wilts Jani2 Clark & Smith, Malmesbury 
Gotz, Tuomas, Sampford Spiney, Devon, Farmer Dec 31 Chilcott & Chilcott, Tavistock 
Gooren, Cetra, Wellingborough Jani Morgan & Duke, Wellingborough 
Cravock, Curistorues, Hartforth, York Dec26 Waistell, Northallerton 
Davies, Jouy, Liverpool Jan9 Rudd, Liverpool 
Deacoy, Mary, Wanborough, Wilts Jan7 Kinneir & Co, Swindon 
Deverit., Joun, Slough, Bucks, Plumber Jan4 Charsley, Slough 
Dvate, Sorn1a, Broxmore Park, Wilts Dec 24 Rashleigh & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Eowanrps, Tuomas James, Liverpool Dec 31 Bielby, Liverpool 
Foster, Josern, Liverpool Jan9 Rudd, Liverpool 
Fareypsuir, Susan, Gt Torrington, Devon Dec 31 Matthews, Torrington 
Gantanp, Henry, Leeds, Manufacturing Chemist Jan16 Wilkinson & Garland, Leed 
Gaxtanp,;Joun, Potternewton, Leeds Jan16 Wilkinson & Garland, Leeds 
Gower, Mary Hotrorp, Brighton Jan18 Whitfield & Harrison, Surrey st, Strand 
Heaton, Joun Auten, Brighouse Jan 26 Chambers & Chambers, Brighouse 
Hopsox, Duncan MacpovuGatt, Burley in Wharfedale, York Jan15 Duncan & Son, 
Liverpool 
Hotrsy, Ricuarp, Nafferton, York Jan9 Foster & Co, Gt Driffield 
Joyce, Miss Hetex, Lowestoft Jani Fraser, Lowestoft 
Ke.ianp, Jony, Paignton, Devon Dec 31 Sparkes & Co, Exeter 
McConxey, Roseart, Birmingham Nov 26 Wood & Co, Birmingham 
Moore, Mary Rosa, Vauxhall Bridge rd Jani Murray, Clement’s inn, Strand 
Morecrort, Canotins Craupen, Cheshire Jan15 Morecroft & Co, Liverpool 
Morrisoy, Terence Epwanrp, Castleford, York Feb1 Wilson, Castleford 
Napizr, Cano.ine Jane, Clifton, Glos Dec31 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Oxennamu, Epwarp Laviyeton, Kensington Dec 31 Beacheroft & Co, Theobalds rd 
Picott, Epwarp Freperick Suyru, Oxfordst Jan 1 Fox & Whittuck, Bristol 


ree. Rev Bziisy, Belvedere rd, Upper Norwood Jan 8 C W V Stewart, Chancery 
ane 


Preston, Henry Berruoy, Kensington Jan1 Ramsden & Co, Leadenhall st 

Raywzr, Georce, Folkestone Janil Harrison & Son, Folkestone 

Rx mane, James, Little Cadogan palce, Belgravia, Jobmaster Jan 30 Child & Child, 
hg Brrmvey, South Kensington Jan 1 H Clifford & Co, Finsbury 
Ryay, _ Mary, South Kensington Jani Green & Co, Southampton 

Scott, Evizasetu, Kirkheaton, York Jan6 Scholefield & Son, Dewsbury 

Suanve.t, Ricnagp, Middlesborough Dec 31 Jackson & Jackson, Middlesborough 
Suorrer, Eveanor, Chigwell, Essex Dec 24 Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 

Suirx, Rosent, Ramsgate Jan 1 Hutchings, Chancery lane 

Sraxvieip, Josern, Throof, Hants, Farmer Dee 25 Sharp & Rumsey, Christchurch 
Tuorston, Ann, Scarborough Jan2l1 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 


homer Francis Ropert, Charles st, St James’ssq Jan 1 Burgoynes & Co, Oxford 
street 
Wirrenovuse, Eowarp, Norton Canes, Stafford, Farmer Jan21 Russell, Lichfield 


Wittiams, Evizapern Straickuanp, Hastings Dec 31 Chalinder, Hastings 


bemee — Freverick Hows Lixvsty Bacon, Norfolk Jan15 Walls & Gardiner, Old 
ewry 


Woon, Wititam, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan21 Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Woovrorpe, Woovrorpe Frooxs, Long Melford, Suffolk Jan 1 Ffooks & Douglas, 
Sherborne, Dorset 


Waicur, Jonas, Huddersfield Dec 24 Fisher, Huddersfield 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 8. 
Bavuam, Forster Wittiam, Bares, Suffolk Dec 16 Bates, Sudbury, Suffolk 
Baywisrer, Richarp, Gt Lever, nr Bolton Jan7 Phethean Monks, Bolton 
Brave, Joseru, Haxell’s Hotel, Strand Jan5 Newton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 
Caxs, Cuantorre, Kew, Surrey Janil Mills & Co, City rd 
Premiox, AcuiLe Moain De, Clement’sIn Jan 30 Fox & Co, Arundel st 
Doxye,Anx, Torquay Dec28 Eardley & Co, Charles st, St James’s sq 
Dowvixc, Henry, Barnsbury Jani0 Tarry & Co, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 
Duxster, Taomas, Swindon, Lancs, Carter Dec 20 Knight, Manchester 


Easrersaoox, Mary Avy, Shiphay, 8t Marychurch, Devon Jan 4 Kitson & Oo, Torquay 

Epwarp, Ricuarp, Weston super Mare Jan 1 Wm Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 

Evans, Antuun, Earl’s Court Jan 9 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 

Gear, Many Ann Berynarpive, Fulham Jan 20 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury 
circus 


Hannziss, James Forpnam, Tunbridge Wells Jan 30 Rhodes & Son, Dowgate hill 
Hanrtwey, Exviza, Brampton, Derby Jan5 Bunting & Son, Chesterfield 
Hoveutox, Henry Saxz, Rainhall, Lancs Jan7 Holland Owen, Liverpool 
Jackson, Witt1am Laypgvi, Mottingham, Kent, Clerk Jan 15 Smith, Coleman st 
Lovssoy, ALExanper Frepenrick, Peckham Jan20 Sydney, Lambeth 

Lucas, Francis, Hitchin, Herts, Banker Dec 31 Wright, Hitchin 

MacKarvess, Georcs Evetyy, Henley on Thames Jan 3i Rollo & Co, Victoria st 
Manxs, Joux, Marylebone Dec 30 Indermaur & Co, Devonshire ter 

Mantis, Atraep, Upper Norwood Jan8 Robinson & Stannard, Eastcheap 


MccGwirae, Rev. Wittiam Ricaarp Bersinenam, Ludham, Norfolk Jan 9 Tyndall 
& Co, Birmingham , 


Merx, Revsex, Grimston, Norfolk, Farmer Jan4 Jarvis & Morgan, Kings’s Lyan 
Nie.sex, Cuistian Sree, Paris Janis Druces & Atlee, Billiter sq 

Oaitvie, Miss Mania Louisa, Stafford Jan15 W Webb & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Ourwis, Sanan Hanwan, Barnsley, York Jan2l1 Raley & Son, Barnsley 
Puit.irs, Georce, Brondesbury Jan 10 Maddissons, King’s Arms yd 

Partiort, Hargizt, Norwood Jan24 Baker & Co, Wester super Mare 

Paitiort, Maria, Norwood Jan24 Baker & Co, Weston super Mare 

Paice, Evizaseru,Carmarthen Jan13 Meredith & Co, Lincoln’sinn 

Purpy, Joux, West Lilling, York Jan16 Holtby & Procter, York 

Bospixs, Josers, Northampton, Fruiterer Dec 26 Darnell, Northampton 

Sinet, Joux, Barming Heath, nr Maidstone Jan 5 J & J C Hayward, Dartford 
Sorugray, Many Kars, Acomb, York Feb 1 W H Cobb & Son, York 

see ae Campsett, King William st Jan 8 Guedalla & Cross, Essex st’ 


Suapey, Sauvet, senr, Southgate Jan 20 Wilson & Son, Basinghall st 
Swirt, Eurry Jaye, Manchester Jan 21 Brook & Co, Huddersfield 
Vives, Mantana, Barcelona, Spain Jan4 Davies, Moorgate st 
Wuiraxer, Hannan, Leeds Jan30 Ferns & Son, Leeds 

Wuruors, Taouas, Dudley, Worcester, Licensed Victualler Dec 21 


Wipsaurra, Lucy, Sheffield Janil Oxley & Goward, Rotherham 


London Gasette—Fatpay, Dec. 11, 
Avexanver, Jans, Northumberland Janii Maughan & Hall, Newcastle on Tyne 
Aubert, Miss Exiza Joseraine, South Kensington Jan20 Prior, South Kensington 
Bapuam, Forster W1i114m, Bures, Suffolk Dec16 Bates, Sudbury 


Bexson, His Grace Epwarp Waite, Lord Archbishop of Canterbury, Lambeth Palace, 
Lambeth Jan 25 Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury 


Dickson. Saran, Weston super Mare Jan16 Baker & Co, Weston super Mare 
Doy.#, Taomas, Liverpool, Seaman Jan 25 Husband, Liverpool 


Durrigup, James, and Hannan Dourrigup, North Ormesby, nr Middlesborough Jan 10 
Sill, Middlesborough 


Brame, Daven, St Helens, Lancs, Licensed Victualler Dec 31 Barrow & Cook, &t 

ens 

Fave, Henry Agwowp, Sheffield March 1 Burdekin & Co, Shef* ld 

Fiz.v, The Rev Tuomas, Lincoln Jan2i Freer & Co, Lincoln 

Garpyer, Tuomas, Chester, Bookkeeper Jan5 Bartley & Bird, Liverpool 

Grove, Manian, Grosvenor grdns Jan 30 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Gnove, Wituiam Roserr, Harley st,W Jan 10 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln’s inn 

8 

Harper, Wiviiam Atexanper, Cheltenham Feb1 Harper, Birmingham 

Mosseps, Josnua, West Auckland, Darham, Grocer Jani6 J & RD Proud, Bishop 
uckland 


Hors, Bexsamry, Sidcup, Kent Dec 24 Olivant, Sidcup 

Howarp, Colonel Frepenricx, Shoeburyness Jan 25 Bolton & Co, Temple grdns 

Howanp, Lewis, Ramsgate Jan 31 Williams & James, Norfolk st, Strand 

Jamie. Tuomas, Whitehaven, Timber Merchant Jan 12 Brockbank & Co, White- 
aven 

Leepuam, Caan.es, Sheffield, Bailiff Dec 28 Howe, Sheffield 

Marmont, Steruey, Christiania, Norway, Mill Manager March 10 Addyman & Kaye, 


Marquis, Wittiam, Preston Jan13 Houghton & Co, Preston 

Marty, Tuomas, Melsonby, York, Farmer Jan 4 Rogers & Hudson, Richmond, York 
Moss, Joszen, Highbridge, Somerset, Merchant Jan 30 Board, Burnham 

Muscrove, Heyry Faanors, Bristol Jan 30 O'Donoghue & Anson, Bristol 

Nowe.t, Evizaseta, Congleton, Chester Jan7 Weston & Co, Manchester 

Prior, Evtey, Yeovil Marchi Knight, Grange over Sands 

Rep, Mavaics, Oxford st, Music Pablisher Jan 30 Sweetland & Greenhill, Fenchurch st 
Surrn, Geonce. Sunderland Dec 24 Isaacs, Sunderland 

Tayvor, CuagLes, Upper Holloway Jan11 Hammond, Bedford row 

Turner, Wii114M, Southport Jan 19 Williams, Southport 

Vincent, Ex1za, Whitley, Northumberland Jan 11 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle on Tyne 
Waker, Wiit14m, Bradford, York, China Dealer Jan9 Freeman, Bradford 

Wess, Papeeeiyy Isaac, Winchester, Solicitor Jan 21 F [& J OC Warner, Win 


Wets, Sir Ricuaap, K.C.B., Cornwall gins Feb1 Ley & Co, Carey st 
Waaass. Carnanive Sana Faayoes Avpams, Liangibby, Mon April 1 Liewellia, 


Weorses, Hexey Guirrrru, New Barnet, Herts Jan 14 Lewis & Sons, Wilming- 
aq 


Hom:r, Brierley 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.— Frivay, Dee. 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Aspott, Gronce Evans, jun, Kettering Northampton 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Batis, Grorce, Great —— mr J Boat Owner 
Great Yarmouth Pet Dec 9 Ord Dee 

Brrsoy, —— wT, , Cloth Merchant Hudders- 
field 


Dec7 Ord Dec 
Bett, Samvet Jour, , Hargham, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet Dec7 Ord Deo 


ARgTuus hel Heigham, Norwich, Watch- 
Norwich Pet Dec$ Ord Dec 9 
Botrox, Tuomas, Southampton Southampton Pet Dec 8 
Ord Dec 8 


Dome, Msnonsee, Accrington Blackburn Pet Dec7 Ord 

Boyrnstox, Harry Tuomas, Ventnor, I of W, Pork Butcher 
N Pet Dec Dee 2 

oy Shirley, Southampton Southampton 


8 Ord Dec8 
Bustox, James Hatzevrtox, Stamford Hill, Hosier 
h Court Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec? 

Byrne, Faxpertcxk, Wandsworth, ae Manufacturer 
Wandsworth Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

Canruton, Josern, Leeds Leeds Pet Dee 4 Ord Dec 4 

Cuiut0x, Atrrev, Worthing, Cycle Dealer Brighton Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Dec8 

De Fasse, Cart Vicant, Earl’s Court High Court Pet 
Nov20 Ord Dec 8 

Dew, Water, Gamlingay, Cambrid eres Sur- 
geon Bedford Pet N Nov 24 Ord 

E:sewnoren, Antnoxny Avoustvs, Twickenham, Tutor 
Brentford Pet Dece7 Ord Dec7 

Evans, Evaw Hannis, Neath, Glam, Draper Neath Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Dec 9 


Grecory, Janus, Tintwistle, Ches, Greengrocer Ashton- 
under- Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 8 

1L1L1aM Gerorce, Singleton, nr Chichester, 

Grocer Brighton Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

Roxgen, Azan, Bayswater High Court Pet Dec 9 Ord 

Hit, Samuvet, ae. Lanes, Butcher Liverpool Pet 
Dec7 Ord 

Hoimes, Wii11aM Dives Old Normanton, Derby, Market 
Gardener + Der’ Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Hyp, be = Wheelwright High Court 
Pet Dec 7 Ord 

Jounstow, eonae, Mickelton, Glos, Hosier Banbury 
Pet Nov Ord Dec 9 

Lockyer, Seaiear Witiram, West Norwood, Physician 
High Court Pet Dec8 Ord DecS ~ 

Meu.rine, Epwarp, haigley, Lancs, Farmer Blackburn 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 

Mippuertoy, Rnvtnng) MM End, China Dealer High 

Monee Meet Reset ot WY, Grover- Newport Pet 

‘ORRIB, ARD, le, I o rocer ewport Pe' 

Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

Monrzis, Tuomas, Scarborough, Fish Dealer Scarborough 

- Pet Des? Ord Dec7 

Norracorr, Rocker Seccomsr, Bude, Cornwall, Butcher 

Pet Dec 7 Dec 7 

Panay, Eowin Davin, Canton, Cardiff, Traveller Cardiff 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

ar ~ | ae Kensington High Court Pet Dec 8 


, Carnarvons, Farmer Bangor 


Buak 


But, 


Hastert, 


Roserts, Huan, 
Pet Deo 7 
oom, nae Howanp, Handsworth Birmingham Pet 
ley, Yorks, Coal Agent Bradford 
Srevens, Sipwey | I iy Sussex, Engraver 


Tuo ‘uling oo ~ High Court Pet I 
MSON, #8, Islington, Draper High Cou et Dec 
m3 Ord Dec 8 


8 8 
Simpson, Faev, Kei 
Pet Dec7 Ord 


Toment, James, mupon Hull, Cowkeeper Kings- 
ton upon Hull Dec 4 Ord Dee 
Tarawrorp, Jouy, ee, Staffs, Brushmaker Walsall 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 
Tuvor, Jouy, sen, and ec Tupor, Penlan, Lisawria, 
A ith Pet Nab we 8 Ord Dec 8 
. Hotel Pro- 
Dec 9 Ord Dee 
aengpiet ace nee for that sntiliched 5 in the 
don Gazette of Nov. 10: 
Scorn, Joseru a ABLE Maxwe.t, Wimbledon Kings- 
ton, Surrey Pet Sept 14 Ord Nov 6 
Amended notice substituted y that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 24: 


Wixyorove, Jons Groner, Parfl 
Rochester Pet 





Verrecans, Joux James, M M ster Ord 
‘ov 19 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 2 
ec 


Hewsrock, Ausext Joun, Hanley, Solicitor Hanley 
Ord Sept 11 Rese Oct 12 


FL MEETINGS. 
At.uex, Cuantes, Kemerton, Glos, Baker Dec 22 at 2.30 
Pole Hotel, Tewkesbury 
Anpaews, Wit» Tuomas, Middlewich, Cheshire, Coal 
Merchant Dec i8ati1 Royal , Crewe 
Baxer, Ricuann Wesrproox, Barholm, Lines, Farmer 
Dec 18 at3 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
Banxs, Rosert Gronoe StaxLey, Hillmorton, arwicks, 
© Dee 21 at 12 Of Rec, 17, Hertford st, 


Coven’ 
Beicuam, muND Jonyx, Southend on Dairym 
Dec 19 at 12.15 Institute, Clarence ris Southend a 


Sea 

Bewnert, Antuur Srreee, Eastcheap, Clerk Dec 18 at 11 
Bankruptcy age, Carey st 

Binkix, Rrowarp — ‘Addison rd Dec 18at1 Bank- 


Boyxroy, Henry on dhol Ventnor, I W, Pork Butcher 
Dec 21 at 11 19, Quay st, Newport, I W 

Baooxsnaw, Witt1am, Lea, — Corn Miller Dec 18 
at 10.30 Royal Hotel, 

Browsrr, ALbear Heyy, ~~ y Grecst Eowakrp Browert, 


Tewkesbury, Printers Dec 22 at 3 Hop Pole Hotel, 
Tewkesbury 

Bu auwas, Toowss, Nottingham Dec1s at it Off Rec, St 

Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Danny, Cunssropuer Francis, Filey, Yorks, Farmer Dec 
18at3 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scar ‘borough 

Davies, Owenx Euus, Lianberis, Carnarvon, Farmer 
19at1 Prince of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 

Dopp, Ayrsony, Wrexham, Grocer Dec 18 at 2.30 The 
Priory, Wrexham 

Eator, _—— and Percy Earoy, Bread st, Mantle 


a > yee Dec 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

8 

Ex.isox, Writ1am Tomas, Skipton, Yor' ~~ oe Dec 
18at 12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, B 

Foorp, Francis Davin, a, Builder 21 at 12.30 
Young & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 


Fountains, CHARLES Brooxe, Newark upon Trent, Hatter 
Dec 18 at 12 Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, N 


tingham 
GotvsuitH, T B rd, Notting hill Dec 18 at 12 
Bankruptcy bid Carey st 


Granam, Eowarp Irvine, Sebergham, Cumberland, Far- 
mer Dec 23at1 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Guesee, Jane Arn, Swansea, Tobacconist Deo 18 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Haxwan, Davin A, Cardiff, , Draper o Dec 21 atil Off Rec, 
29, Queen st 

Hit, Rorweray, Clapham rd Dec 22 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Hotupay, Toomas, and Caristrorner Howttpay, Ain- 
stable, Cumberland, Farmers Dec 23 at 1.30 Off Rec, 
34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Houmes, James, Newcastle on Tyne, Cab 
21 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Ne 

Houtmes, Wiit1am Reeve, Normanton, Der 
Gardener Deci8at 11 Off Rec, 40, St 


ee 
e on Tyne 
, Market 

"s gate, 


Derby 

Hurcarson, Wit114m, Filey, Yorks, Tailor Dec 13 at 11 
Off Ree, 74, Newboroug! ‘st, Scarborough 

Ixeuau, W "H, Devonshire st, Gt Portland Rw e eeny 
Promoter Dec 18 at 2.30 ee 

Jowzs, Joun, Swansea, Tailor Dec 18 at 2.15 Oe a hoe Ree, 31, 
Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Jones, WitL1am Henry, Birkenhead, Fruiterer Dec 18 at 
3 The Priory, Wrexham 

Lixtos, Ropert, Lymm, Cheshire, Commission Agent 
Jan 8 at 10.45 Court house, Upper st, Warring- 


ton 
MaclIver, Dowaup, Leeds, Photographer Dec 23 at 11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds * 
——_ ‘JAMES ANTHONY, Stamford, h dpane Wi 
Dee 1 aa New 


8at3.20 Law rd, Peterborough 
— Ricnarp, Ryde, I of W, G Grocer Dee 21 at 11.30 
9, Quay st, Newport, ve of W 
Ov conan Henry, Worthi: per Dec 18 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bl "Erich 
Owen, Evan Propert, Bristol, Corn Merchant Dec 30 at 
12 5 re, Corn st, Bristol 
Owen, Taek at Abercynon, G! Giam, B uilder Dec 18 at 3 


h st, Merthyr 

PA.uiser, yo Wituiam, Bradford Dec 18 at12.30 Of 
Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Reawey, Davip Lewis, Bradford Dec 21 at11l Off Ree, 
31, Manor row, Bradford 

Reep, How y Gloucester, Theatrical Manager Dec 19 


at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Rosgsy, Jacosn Joseru Whitley , Northumberland, Com- 
mercial Traveller “Deo tt at at il Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, 
8 con ean, tia hile Yorks, Coal 
impson, Frep, Keig’ ‘or’ t Dec 2l at 12 
Off Rec, 81, Manor ow, Bradford asi 


Snmunonps, Wii1iam, Brighton, Builder Dec18 at12 Off 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Sneruegpsoy, Jonn, and Harry Horsraux, Oldham, Lancs, 
Ironmongers Dec 18at12 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


chester 
—, CHARLES, irene Dec 21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 


Speiaut, = La Joun Sreicutr, Waterhall, Leeds, 
Contractors Dec 22 at 3 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Verreeans, Jonx James, G 8, M: 
ant DeciSat 3 Off Rec, , rom st, Mancheste 
eS ee Blatchbridge, 80 merset, Farmer Dec 22 
at 11.30 
Wuirecuuscsn, Heyny, bis Ca ior, Selly Draper Dec 21 
rey st 


at 12 Bankruptcy bid; 
is, Coal Merchant Dec 21 


Sai 





i oon 


Witcock, Jouy, 
at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Asport, Grorcr Evans, Ferg heey rs Kettering, Heel Manufacturer 
Northampton Ord Dec 7 

Baus, Groner, Gt ; Fareeaiae Fishing Boat Owner Gt 
Yarmouth "Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Barxett, Georock Henry, Stonehouse, Gloucs, Tailor 
Gloucester Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec7 

Beastey, Georerx Lixeriecp, Bayswater High Court 
Pet Sept 14 Ord Dec 8 

Bersox, WATER, Hudderstie, Cloth Merchant Hudders- 
field Pet Deo7 

Bet, Samvet Jony, ba ed Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Beysetr, Arrave Grrrens, Eastcheap, Clerk High 
Court Pet Nov12 Ord Dec8 

Bew.tey, Taomas Epwarp, a Herts, Miller 
Hertford Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec5 

Biake, Arraur Wiiuiam, Norwich, Watchmaker Nor- 
wich Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 

| —" Southampton Southampton Pet Dee 8 

8 
7 oem, Accrington Blackburn Pet Dec7 Ord 
at Harry Tuomas, Ventnor, I W, Pork Butcher 
Newport Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 
BrooxsHaw, ge ey in Sams Ches, Corn Miller Nantwich 
lov 26 








Butt, Freperick, Galieeten Southampten Pet Dec7 
Ord Dee 8 ' 


Canurton, Joszern, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec4 Ord Deed 


Curistex, Anmayp Avoust, Gt Russell st, Ad 
Cc Pet Aug 27_ Ord Dec7 
Coarss, CI, 
Dec 7 


Crisre., Geoncs, Fulham rd, Tailor High Court Pet Oct 
29 Ord Dec8 

Dopp, Ayrnoxy, Wrexham, Grocer Wrexham Pet Noy 
23 Ord Dec7 

Eaton, Agravur, and Percy Bases, Broad st, Mantle 
Manufacturers High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Deco 


Feanxuix, Josian Gronree, Shrewsbury, Salop, Auctioneer 
Shrewsbury Pet Dec2 Ord Dec7 


, Grocer 


Gzoror, Fexnemone, Outram st, King’s Cross, Cycle Many. 
facturer Ni ham 


Pet Sept 29 Ord Dec 8 
Govez, Groner, Cardiff Pet Sept 26 Ord Nov? 


Garcory, James, Tintwistle, Cheshire. Greengrocer Ash. 
ton under Lyne Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 
— Anya, Bayswater High Court Pet Dec9 Oni 
9 


Howues. James, Newcastle on Tyne, Cab Proprietor, New. 
Pet Decl Ord Dec 8 ” ee 


castle on Tyne Pet 
Homes, btn vo Reeve, Old ago Derbys 
Market Gardener Derby PetDec7 Ord Dec9 


a, Tonenao, Pee peatam, Wheelwright. High Court 
Dec 7 
Lockyer, Conrap _ ie West Norwood, Physician 
Court Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 


a Epwarp, Chaigley, Lancs, Farmer Blackburn 
et Dec 8 Ord Dec 9 
ma. Ricuarp, Ryde, I of W, Grocer Newport Pet 
a gy A ee — 
ornis, Tuomas, Scarborough, Dealer Scarborough 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 a 


Norracott, Roozsx Psccomse, Bude, Cornwall, Butcher 
Barnsta Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 
Owns, — Prosert, ae 1, Corn Merchant Bristol 


Pet Dec 5 Ord 

Parry, Evwin Davin, Cardiff, Traveller Cardiff Pet Des 
8 Ord Dec 8 

Perry. a Kensington High Court Pet Dec § 


Patuirs, F C, St Kensington, Playwright High Court 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Dec 9 
Rexp, Howarp, Gloucester, Theatrical Manager Glouces- 
Ro a Pt — p tne _ =n Fi 
BERTS, Hueu, garrog, ‘ons, Farmer Bangor 
Pet DecS Ord Dec , 


7 
Surpson, Frep, Kei ley, Yorks, Coal Agent Bradford 
Pet Dee7 Ord 


TinDALL, James, wu Hull, Gratien King- 
ton upon Hil Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec ai 

Trawyvorp, Jouy, Bloxwich, Staffs, _ «ae Walsall 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 8 


Wuirecuvacu, Henry, Bermondsey, Tally Dra High 
Court Pet Nov 13° Ord Dec 7 oe 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Weaieut, Joun, Chatteris, Cambs, aod Petarboro 
Adjud May 8, 1895 Anaul Dec 8, 1896 = 


London Gasette.—Tuzsvay, Dec. 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anzince, Jony, Bangor, Boot Dealer Bangor Pet Nov 
28 Ord Dee 11 


Arxinson, Henry Some, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Dec 

Banser, Artuur ome Caston, Norfolk, Baker Nor- 

2 wich se Ov Deol Sir 2 

ABRELL, James, Senghen: m, er Pontypri: 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 

Barrerssect, Francis Spraco, New Wandsworth, Wood 
Engraver Wandsworth Pet Novi7 Ord Dec 10 

BirtwHistte, Lewis, Halifax, Draper Halifax Pet 
Dec 11 Ord Dec 11 

BroapueaDd, Faepertck Wii.14M, Leicester, Photographer 
Leicester Pet 9 Ord Dec 9 


Crarke, Cuar.tes, Newquay, Fish Curer Truro Pet Dec 
10 Ord Dee 10 

Cotiet, Eowarn Feaycis, Worthing, Solicitor Brighton 
Pet Dee 10 Ord Dec 10 

Corrizn, Wi.t.1am, Plymouth, Marble Merchant Ply- 
mouth Pet Declil Ord Dec ll 

— —) Wittiam, Torquay Exeter Pet Nov10 Ord 


9 
Dawenn, 3 Haney, Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet Dec 10 Ord 
10 
Dosrinson, Josern, ee Clerk High Court Pet 
Ord Dee 1 


Nov 24 
Durstoy, W1ILuiaM Fuxoenc, Lympsham, Somersets, 


Farmer Bri Dec2 Ord Dec 12 
Ean, Srerues, wall High Court Pet Nov il 
Ord Dec 8 


Evaxs, Davip, Maesycwmmer, Mon, Carpenter Newport, 

Mon Pet Deci1l Ord Dee 11 

Furyev., Heyer, Tisbury, Wilts Salisbury Pet Dec 10 
Ord Dee 10 

Grove, Eviru, Swansea Swansea Pet Dec 11 Ord Decil 


Hacensucna, Cuantes Henny, Manningham, Yorks, Dry- 
salter Bradford Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 10 
Rave, 2 Oo a urrey Kingston, Surrey Pet 


Mavens | in nt Brewery rd, Caledonian rd, 
ion Dealer Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 12 
Nmseeens “| a, Rope, © Yorks, Contractur Brad- 
ford Pet Dec 
Howmes, Winiiam weer, N ham, Pienatents Dealer 
Nottingham Pet Nov13 Ord Dec 1 
Husenenr, Frepericx Lewis, East Dalwich, Man 
ing Farrier High Court Pet Dee 11 Ord Dee 11 
Jonzs, Tuomas Powg.t, Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet 
“‘Dec1l Ord Dee 11 
Lampert, Rosert Wiiuram, Redbourne, Lincs, Blacksmith 
Gt Grimsby Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec7 


Luoor, Fraycis Caries, yy H F 
Kingston upon Hull "Pet Deo 10 Ord tape 
Manxcey, Horace Winuiam, Tailor Bristol Pet 


Nov 20 Ord Dec ll 
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Moreax, Guirrita Jonx Lewis, Swansea, Solicitor Swan- 
sea Pet Oct 27 Ord Dec 10 

Mu.iex, Lucy Jemma, South Norwood High Court Pet 
Dec 9 Ord Dec 10 

—— h, China Merchant 

Pet Dec 10 Dee 10 


Ricuagp Frepexicx, Southampton, Hosier 
Southampton Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 


Posse, nema Fae Tunstall, Staffs, Joiner Hanley 
‘et Dec 12 
Gad W, Highbury HighCourt Pet Nov 14 Ord 
Dee 11 
Og Taomas, Ystrad Rhondda, Glam, Grocer Ponty- 
pridd Pet Decil Ord Dec 11 
Gasce, Reet Abergwynfi, Glam Cardiff Pet Dec 11 
Savace, WALTER Sones, sy ae Watchmaker 
Leiceste: Ord Dee 1 


r Pet Dec 
op rSmeved WItuiam Teer D, He Wine 


Merchant Bolton Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 
Siarer, Joun Cyameere Longton, Staffs, Leather Dealer 
Stoke upon Tren‘ Pet Nov 18 Ord Dec 11 
Sus, Hersert, Uttoxeter, Greengrocer Burton on Trent 
Pet Dec? Ord Dec7 


Myzes, Witwtau, 
Stockton on Tees 
OsBORNE, 


Souuaset, Hewry Eowarp Bav pastes, Stapleton, Glos 
Bristol Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 


TutoTT, Cuaries, Leamington, nb F Warwick Pet Dec 
7 Ord Dec7 


Vurte, Francis, West | alae Innkeeper Sunderland 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 1 

Wuirs, Freperick, ‘Biggleswade, Ironmonger Bedford 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 


RECEIVING ORDERS RESCINDED. 


Haverca, Erxsxive F E, Warwick rd, South Kensington, 
Gent High Court Rec Ord Oct 16 Rese Dec 8 

Horroyp, Joun Witiiam, Ashton under Lyne, Licensed 
Victualler Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Rec 
Ord Nov 12 Rese Nov 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bs ssoxn, Watrer, Marsh, Huddersfield, Cloth Merchant 
Dec 22 at 11, Off Rec, 19, John William st, Hudders- 


field 
Bet, wo Joux, Hargham, Norfolk, Farmer Dec 22 
at 3 8, King st, Norwich 
a. 5, ht, Halifax, Draper Dec 24 at 11 Off 
ifax 
Bo.Tox, Tuomas, Southampton Dec 29 at 3.30 Off Rec, 
4, East st, Southampton 
BroapDHeaD, FRreperick Wiut1anm, Leicester, Photographer 
Dec 23 at 12 Off Rec, 1 Berridge st, Leicester 
But, Freperick, Shirley, Southampton Dec 29at3 Of 
Ree, 4, East st, Southampton 
Buxtixe, Ropert Osapian, Southsea Dec 22 at 3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge Juaction, High st, Portsmouth 
Bustos, James Hatuisurton, Stamford hill, Hosier Dec 
23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Cuarxe, Cuaries, Newquay, Fish Curer Dec 22 at12 Off 
Rec, wen st, Truro 
Dansy, Wiiwiam, Langton, Lincs, Farmer Dec 31 at 12 
Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Danpison, Wriuiam, Torquay Dec 22 at 11 Off Rec, 13, 
Bedford c circus, Exeter 
De Fass, soy Rg Earl’s Court Dec 23 at 11 
ptey Carey st 
Ban, Sraraes, U London wall Dec 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
Eatoy, ape ny and Franx Haycoox, Whaley Bridge, 
Derbys, Slipper Manufacturers Dec 22 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 
Evans, Evax ABngis, Neath, Glam, Draper Dec 23 at 
2.15 Off Rec, 31, ‘Alexandra rd, Swansea 
ms J bey Om ee’ Pembrokes, Licensed Victualler 
Dec 22at3 Off 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
a Ane, Some port, Draper Dec 23 at 12.30 145, 
Cheapside, 
a= t Hewry, abury, Wilts Dec 22 at 1 Off Rec, 


ury 
Gsonce, Cuantes Frepericx, Midhurst, Sussex, Grocer 
= at 2 Off Rec, 24, Railway approach, London 
riage 
Hacexsucn, Cuartes Hexny, Manningham, Yorks, Dry- 
salter Dec 22at li Off Ree, 31, row, Bradford 


Haypex, Anwa, pe Dec 23 at 11 Bankruptcy 
, Carey st 


He.uiwet, Josern, Keighley, Yorks, Contractor Dec 22 

at12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, radford 
Heruexineton, Ropert, Blyth, Northumberland, Grocer 
at 18.30 Off Rec, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyn 
Boe, | eee Peckham, Watery Dec 23 at 12 
nkruptcy bldgs, Care 
Hhowor, pty bid, 8t “tildred’s ct, Poultry Dec 22 at 1 


ptcy bldgs, Carey st 
tone Tl Faepericx Wri11am, Horncastle, Lincs Dec 31 
30 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Lanarigip, Euity, Bhyl, Flinte, Confectioner Dec 23 at 
Royal Hotel. 


Rhyl 
, Carmarthens, Weaver Dec 22 at 
Off Ree, 4, Gueen st, Carmarthen 
heen Cowrap Wits, West eens Physician 


Dec 22at 12 Bankruptcy bi: Carey st 
Mzapows, Erwezsr, 8 ee. ce Dec 22 at 


12.30 24, Railway apprch, ” London 
Mossaren, Benjamin, Crouch End, , ae Dealer Dec 


Lewis, hog 


bldgs, C 
Morais, Tuoma’ ugh, Dealer Dec 22 at 12 
Off Rec, 74 Newborough st, Searbo 


Norracorr, Roger Szccomse, R Corawall, Butch: 
Dee 23 at 2 Undarnill’s ieaeer't ee 

Pearson, WILLIAM pope it eer Dec 23 

‘SBRIN, Cuaaues, Plymouth Dec 22 at 11 Bankruptcy 


Rausoax, Witutax, Leeds, Commission Agent Dec 29 at 


Res, 28, Pack cow, Leeds 


Roserrs, Hues, Carnarvons, Fitmer Dec 23 at 

2 Junction Hoth Titadedno Junction 

Rosixsox, Groner, are Liverpool, Builder Dec 30 at 
12 Off Ree, 35, Vi st, Liverpool 

Savac oe Vege Loughborough, W atchmaker 
Dee’ 22. at Off Rec, Whitehall chmbrs, 23, Colmore 
row, Seeiahen 

Scorieso WIiLiiaM tA nna Heywood, Lancs Dee 23at 

16, Wood st, Bo! 


Samui oe se Tuomas, 4 SEO Hairdresser Dec 22 
at 12.30 County Court bi Northampton 
Suira, = Uttoxeter, Greengrocer Dec 22 at 
11 Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 
Sasi: i Some Montacute, Somersets, Innkeeper Dec 22 
230 


at 1 
Taywon, Tom, Yorks, Tailor Dec 22 at 11 


Tivort, Onasian Ea Tzamington, Baker Dec 29 at 12.30 
creat hans Camera Gntarthong, 
Wee e ‘oux, Llan Farmer Dec 22 


Wincrove, Joux Ry 


beg ee Hotel Proprietor 
Dec 23 at 12.15 Ban! db Carey st 
Woorros, Tuomas, Ki , Grocer Dec 22 
at2 W. R. Skelding, Auctioneer, Stourbridge 


wees, Tomas Wituiam, and Sarn, F an Re ge 
borough. at 
Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Basgom, Siena, Ss Sheets, Glam, Baker Pontypridd 
Bares, Avrerp, and Wittiam Srevens, Willesden Green, 
Builders Pet July 16 Ord Dec 12 
ete ~ b aa Halifax, Draper Halifax Pet Dec 
ll 


BLakemorg, ene, ow ton, Cheshire, Builder 
Birkenhead ove Dec 10 

BroapueaD, Faeperick Wit11aM, Leicester, Photographer 
Leicester Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 


Crarke, Cuaries, Newquay, Fish Curer Truro Pet Dec 
10 Ord Dec 10 
seer > > pemes Builder Wandsworth Pet Oct 20 
ll 
Ces, Epwis, Luton, Beds Luton Pet Oct 29 Ord 


Corrrern, Wrut1am Somenrvitie, Plymouth, seeiite Mer- 
chant Plymouth Pet Decli Ord Dec 1 
Darguem, Wim, Torquay Exeter Pet er 30 Ord 


12 
ee Harry, Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet Dec 10 Ord 


Dopps, Arraur Paraicx, Newcastle on Tyne Iron Mer- 
chant Newcastle on Tyne PetNové Ord Dec9 
Eaau, Steruex, London wall High Court Pet Nov 11 

Ord Dee 11 


Evans, Davip, Maesycwmmer, Mon, Carpenter Newport, 
Mon Pet'Dec ll Ord Dec 11 . 
Brame, ag h Neath, Glam, Draper Neath Pet 


Sale Henny, Tisbury, Wilts Salisbury Pet Dec 10 
Ord Dee 10 


Go.psmrra, T B, Lancaster rd, Notting Hill High Court 
ure! Ord Dee 11 om 
BRAHAM, Epwarp Irvine, bergham, Cumberland, 
Farmer Carlisle Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 11 
Gazenine, Roper, the Hotel 
eran Rank “garantie: Meer Dark 
—s Eorra, Swansee Hotel Keeper Swansea Pet Dec 
Hauurwet1, Joszrs, Ki Yorks, Contractor Brad- 
aS nn et Ded” Ord Da io Pet Nov 16 
Li HERAY, uu ‘ov 
‘Oui D Dec 12 * 


Bey, Sas Deen Lamm, Butcher Liverpool Pet 
Ineuam, W H, Devonshire st, 

ees ome High Coat Pet Nov le oo 
Lateee 5, Aenean, eigen, Plater Birmingham Pet 


ae .«. Rosert Wittiam, Redbourne, Lines, Black- 
: — peony soy Pet Nov 27 Ord ata 
ucop, Francis CHARLEs, upon Hi ‘erryman 
Kingston upon Hull Pet 10 Ord Dee 10 
MippueTox, Bensamin, Crouch End, China Dealer High 
Court Pet Dec8 


Ord Dee 10 
em, 4 Jemma, Sth Norwood High Court Pet 
Dec9 Ord Dec 12 
Myers, Be aateony Middlesborough, Merchant 
on Tees Pet Dec10 Ord bee 30 10 
Ossoane, ieenane Frepeaick 
- . Pet Dec 12 Ord g te 12 ms 
#anson, Caantus Haney, oiner Hanley 
Dec iil Ord Dec 12 


Pearson, WituiamM sins Sparkbrook. Birmingham 
Grocer Birmingham Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 4 


Ricnarps, Tuomas, Ystrad Rh Glam, Grocer 
Seent Gee Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 1 —_ mn 

Bixson, Gronae, Stanley, Liverpool, jer verpool 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Dec 12 


Satmon, Samve., Glam Cardiff Pet Dec 5 
Ord Dee 11 
Loughborough, Watchmaker 


8c: Ww: - ag | Lancs, Wine 
HOFIELD, ILLIAM MUN D. 
Merchant Bolton : 


Pet Decll Ord Dec 11 
Sonu: Husesr, Battersea, Cab Proprietor High 


Nov 8 Ord Dee 10 
Owner High Court 


Savace, Warter Grore 
Pet Dec 3 


i pat De ll ™ be se 
eo Birmingham Pet Nov 


Viner, Francis, West Hartlepool, Iankeeper Suaderlan! 
Pebe i Od Deit 
= Pam Ironmonger Bedford 
Ww. rhe Georas, Purfleet, Essex, Hot2] Proprie- 
“tr Rochester Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 12 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


. Bradf 
Caantzs Henny, r= oy ¢ a 


| at Qpiliby, Toes, Ironmonger 











4 letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitor’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28e. Soxtorrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. 0d. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s 6d. 


MAPLE & CO 
FURNITURE 


MAPLE & 00. FL_ 
for UP OFFICES 


OFFICES 
BANKS deslation and 
BOARD I 
ROOMS wes 
FIRST | SS 


CI A SS good materials 
—o 


FURNITURE 


Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
OPIENT, COMPANY'S YACHTING 

£8 by the USITANIA,” 
pall pedis pore mn —- “GABON. 
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P ght een eaiame, 


Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 
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SHAW & SONS’ 


RECENT PUBLICATIONS. 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 1894, With 


an Introduction, eaten He 
Third Edition. By A 
one of the Editors ri sae 5 Public Health, % 


bt BR. COLQUHOUN DILL, B.A., of the Inner 
Barrister-at-Law. Price 158. ; for cash, 
12s. 1896. 


THE EOF LIGHT RAILWAYS. ~_Being 


the Statutes splice pony Tet 3 
ae & hp and Full Index ; the Rules made by 
the Board of Trade and the Standing Orders applicable. 
Annotated. By CYRIL DODD, Q.C., and C. E. 
ALLAN, M.A., LL.B., of the Middle Temple, Barris- 
ter-at-Law. Price 12s. "6d. ; for cash, 10s. 1896. 


THE LAW OF COMPENSATION. —Being 


Compulsory Purchase rot ~~ yor is e with Te 
pg haem Notes x" all the Cases thereon, and an Appendix 
Forms, and of the Statutory Provisions 
ble to London. By J. H. BALFOUR 
rte 2°. SS of the a emple, Esq., and 


2 ee or of . “= 
eas Barista ice 2768. 6 ‘or 
Cash, post-free, 22s. 1896. 

WUMLEY'S PUBLIC HEALTH. Contsning 

Acta, an tes in any way re- 
concerning the Duties and Liabilities of 
Beale Antnertien. Fifth Edition. By ALEX. MAC- 
MORRAN, Q.C., and 8. G. LUSHI GTON, M.A., 


B.C.L., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. In 2 
vuls., price 67s. 6d.; for cash, 55s. 3d., apne free. 
1896. 


PATERSON’S | LICENSING ACTS. —Being 
Bearbouse, Ret Refreshment 





er with Alehouse, 
7 ang Wine a hy ——s 





Acts relating 
thereto, with Introduction, Note, a Index. By the 
late -— PATERSON, Eleventh Edition. 
By W. MACKENZIE, Mis., Barrister-at-Law. 
Price 10s. Tae for cash, 8s, 11d. 1896. 


OVERSEERS’ HA HANDBOOK : For the use of 
Overseers, Assistan 





Churchwardens, Collec- 

Rate, vee Ol Clerks, and other Parish 

with a Calendar of Overseers’ Duties. 

tion. By WILLIAM W. MACKENZIE, 

M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Price 5s.; for = 
order, 4s. 5d. ba 


THE DISTRICT CO COUNCILLORS’ H HANDBOOK. 


other than the A Sees “" a ned are Cc 
SWINBURNE-HANHAM, of the Middle Tem ple and 
— Cireuit, for 
er SHAW & SONS, Fetter-lane, E.C. 
TREATMENT OF OF {NEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, se apply to 


R. WEISH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent, 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS 
HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
8T. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. 
2} to 4 Guineas. 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
FP. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.8. (Eng.) 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS. 


BY SPROLAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of th 
iS Aeendaed inte er 


1-at-Law. ice 53.; 
1 








Terms, 





ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for — To 
and Olerke of the Peace ee 
Corporation Robes, Universityand iim Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


04, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law W: 





REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS in 

of £46, £32, £29, £80, £40, and £113 per annum, 

arising from newly. situated 

in favourite suburbs of lenkes; all six times secured’ on 

rack-ren' 30 and 30} years’ purchase.—Exanest 
Owns, Finchley-road road (L. &N-W)S ) Station. 


| Pantene Wanted in Country Con- 
aantte dle Oe oe of megeré. —Par- 


RELIMIEARY LAW BX AMIS ATIONS. 
the post office by 
= ean Woe tres have. een pumed by him 
r= yy - tien 


I AW.—Wanted, Clerk in a Conveyancing 
4 and Estate Office i in important West Country centre ; 
age 30-35; not a solicitor; must be able to prepare 

for probate, estate and succession duty cow 
common drafts and abstracts, prepare rentals, calculate 
tithe demands, and understan account keeping ; no appli- 
cation will d unless ref mpany.— 
Apply to H. B., care of Messrs. Reynell & ben, A Ad vertise- 


ment Offices, 4, Chancery-lane, W.C. 

LAr —Solicitor (30) desires Engagement 
Managing or Conveyancing Clerk; over eleven 

years’ experience ; excellent references; would agree not 

to a if required. —J. C. Jzz, 179, Richmond-road, 




















CIOLICITORS and Others desiring 
Securities as Mortgagees on Freehold and 
Leasehold Properties are invited to to send particulars = 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS COCOA. — 


a i 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


WITH FULL NATURAL FLAVOUR, — 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, | 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE, 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. d 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES © 
NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS. — 
4nd all General and Commercial Work, — 
Every description of Printing—large or small, 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI. Newspaper, — 
Authors advised with as to Printing and Pu! ing. 
Estimates and all information Frm Amr Ya 
Contracts entered into. 





Amounts ready to be invested and 
Messrs. Coorzr & Sr. Pier, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 
Priestwood-mansions, Archway-road, Highgate, N 
GQOLICITORS. .—Gentleman wishes to Place 

some Shares in a sound industrial company.—Address 
W. M., at Horncastle’s, 61, Cheapside, E.C. 


(oss. .—DAVID DENTON, Costs 
Draughtsman, 90, Petherton-road, London, i 

makes out Costs of all kinds, in Town or Country, for taxa- 

tion or delivery ; terms moderate twenty years’ experience. 


ry ‘HE DENE, Caterham, 
500 feet above sea ; 
Crostanp Fenton, M. A., 
Boys. Brilliant honour list. Games, , cycling. 

ences England, Wales, Scotland, In 
** Solicitors’ 


ANTED, Copies of nag 
Journal” dai Nov. 9, 1895; 6d. each will be 
paid for same at the Office, 27, Chancery-Lane, wc. 





Surrey Hills, 
a air and water.—Rev. 

Coll., Camb., takes a few 
refer- 





THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


sf Sia ee 


Bvery requisite under the above Acts the 
e supplied on 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
use. 


MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
ere Em ye form = and 
ibution 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & 6O,, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeante’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For “or INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 





MEAT JUICE, &e., | 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists on and Grocers. 


BRAND & 0O., MAYFAIR, W. & MAYFAIR WORKS, 
VA MAYFAIR, W.. & MAYPs \s. 





GOLD PEN, 
WITH DIAMOND POINT, BS 
Anti-corrosive—Flexible—Durable—Adapting iets 
to any Handwriting. 

Price 6d. each; post-free, 
With White Metal Pocket Holder, complete... 
Or, with Mordan’s Best Silver Pocket Holdes~ j 
Fiuted Pattern, complete see . be, > 
Engine-turned Pattern, complete » 6s. 65 
Fluted Pattern, Telescopic ... --» 10s. 64, 
Other patterns in neat onsite. : 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD © 


47, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


7d. 
Is 








—E 60 GUINEAS 


00L SHIP CONWAY” 


VERPO 


FOR TRAINING 
YOUNG GENTLEMEN 


CERS 


SC 


“ADAME ‘TUSSAUD’S ee 
pe GHAN Station. Trains and omnibuses from” 
pF age D ATO, Ae 

of Canterb (Dr. Temple, D.D.), 5 

tra. a 


every af andevening. Admission, is. Open from” 
10 a.m. till 10 p 10 p-m. —Madame Tussaud’s Exhibition. 


[HE ZOOLOGICAL SOCIETY'S” 
GARDENS, Regent’s-park, are OPEN DAILY” 
om il dana sunset. Admission, Is. — 
Oeerar et eatitions are three Lion Cubs, pre= 
sented Te C. A. Osborne, Eaq., anda Klipspringer Antelope 4 
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